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Arkansas and his 62 colleagues, that when the war is over
and peace and tranquillity have once again blessed the world,
if America still stands, Pittsburgh will still be there—dirty
perhaps, but still America’s Pittsburgh, [Applause.]

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to
Mr. KerFAUVER, for today, on account of official business.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. Svyper and Mr. SHaNLEY asked and were given per-

mission to revise and extend their own remarks in the RECORD.
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAY., Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 10 o'clock and
45 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned to meet, in accordance
with its previous order, at 11 o'clock a. m., on tomorrow,
Thursday, September 5, 1940.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION

The Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation will meet
at 10 a. m., Thursday, September 5, in room 128, House Office
Building, to continue the hearing on H. R, 10122.

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES

The Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries will
hold a public hearing on Thursday, September 5, 1940, at
10 a. m., on the following bill: H. R. 10380, a bill to expedite
national defense by suspending, during the national emer-
gency, provisions of law that prohibit more than 8 hours’
labor in any 1 day of persons engaged upon work covered
by contracts of the United States Maritime Commission, and
for other purposes.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr, TAYLOR: Committee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two houses, H. R. 10263. An act making supple-
mental appropriations for the national defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1941, and for other purposes (Rept. No.
2916). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union,

ADVERSE REPORTS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. MAY: Committee on Military Affairs. House Resolu-
tion 585. Resolution requesting the Secretary of War to
transmit information on airplane contracts (Rept. No. 2915).
Laid on the table.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. VOORHIS of California:

H.R. 10456. A bill to provide for the orderly financing of
the national defense, to maintain an even flow of purchasing
power, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee:

H.R. 10457 (by request). A bill for the protection of Gov-
ernment law-enforcement officers or agents, by providing
pensions to those injured and compensation to the dependents
of those killed in the discharge of duty; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FLANNERY:

H.R.10458. A bill relating to the citizenship of foreign-
born children of a naturalized or repatriated citizen where
the application for such naturalization or repatriation is filed
while such child is a minor; to the Committee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization.

By Mr. MOSER:

H.R.10459. A bill to prohibit the advocacy of changes in
the Government of the United States otherwise than as pro-
vided by the Constitution; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
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By Mr. SUTPHIN:

H.R.10460. A bill to amend Public, No. 497, Seventy-first

Congress; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
By Mr. STEAGALL:

H. J. Res. 602. Joint resolution to authorize Jesse H. Jones,
Federal Loan Administrator, to be appointed to, and to per-
form the duties of, the office of Secretary of Commerce; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. BLOOM:

H.R.10461. A bill for the relief of Antonino Cappello; to

the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.
By Mr. SASSCER:

H.R.10462. A bill to authorize and direct the Commission-
ers of the District of Columbia to set aside the trial-board
conviction of Policeman William F. Fey and his resultant
dismissal and to reinstate William F, Fey to his former posi-
tion as a member of the Metropolitan Police Department; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. SUTPHIN:

H. R.10463. A bill for the relief of Charles Geyer; to the

Committee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

9264. By Mr. GREGORY: Petition of Mrs. J. Eli Adams
and others, of Hopkinsville, Ky., requesting all material aid
for Great Britain short of sending manpower; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

9265. By Mr. HART: Petition of the executive committee
of the West New York (N. J.) Taxpayers and Rentpayers
Association, Inec., protesting against conscription; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

9266. Also, petition of the board of directors of the New-
ark, N. J., Chamber of Commerce, favoring the immediate
adoption of such legislation as may be necessary for prompt
and adequate national defense, including, if essential in the
opinion of the properly constituted military and naval au-
thorities, compulsory military service; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

9267. By Mr. SUTPHIN: Petition of the Junior Chamber
of Commerce of New Brunswick, N. J., endorsing the estab-
lishment of an adequate national defense, resolving that
compulsory military training is a necessary step, that no
armed force be sent beyond our geographical area of de-
fense, and that such supplies or equipment not necessary to
our national defense and training be made available for pur-
chase by Great Britain; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

SENATE

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1940
(Legislative day of Monday, August 5, 1940)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.

Rev. W. L. Darby, D. D., executive secretary, Washington
Federation of Churches, Washington, D. C., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Thou God of men and nations, ruler of earth and sea and
sky, to Thee we come with grateful hearts for the multitude
of Thy mercies so richly vouchsafed to us in this day and
generation. May we recognize Thee in all that we receive
and seek to honor Thee in our lives.

Cleanse our hearts of selfishness and self-seeking, of un-
worthy pride and ambition. Grant us willingness gladly to
serve our fellow men in a spirit of humility and with a sense
of our common brotherhood. In this day of tragic need for
so many of our citizens, let us have genuine sympathy for
them in their trials and hardships and a readiness to help
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them in practical ways, so that they may know fuller and
better lives.

In these critical times, faced daily with uncertainty for
ourselves and for the world, we seek Thy blessing upon
America. Grant wisdom to our President, the Vice President,
the members of his Cabinet, the Houses of Congress, the
Supreme Court, and others in authority. May they have
judgment, faith, and courage adequate to this hour. Let thy
special grace abide upon the Members of the Senate, the
official Representatives of the States in our Union, so that
they may plan wisely for the good of America and the welfare
of the world. In Jesus’ name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar days
of Saturday, August 31, 1940, and Wednesday, September 4,
1940, was dispensed with and the Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President of the United
States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of
his secretaries, who also announced that on September 4,
1940, the President had approved and signed the following
bills:

S.760. An act for the relief of Mrs. Guy A. McConoha;

S.823. An act for the relief of John P. Shorter;

S.927. An act to confer jurisdiction on the Court of Claims
to hear, determine, and render judgment upon the claim of
Suncrest Orchards, Inc.;

S.4042. An act to provide for the acquisition of flowage
rights and the payment of cerfain damages in connection with
the operation of the Fort Hall Indian irrigation project,
Idaho; and

8.4271. An act to increase the number of midshipmen at
the United States Naval Academy.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Calloway, one of its reading clerks, communicated to the
Senate the resolutions of the House adopted as a tribute to
the memory of Hon. Ernest Lundeen, late a Senator from the
State of Minnesota, and announced that the Speaker had
appointed Mr. AuvcusT H. ANDRESEN, Mr. Maas, Mr. Ryan, and
Mr. Buckrer of Minnesota a committee of the House to join
with the committee of the Senate heretofore appointed to
attend the funeral of the deceased Senator.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr, MINTON. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Clark, Idaho Herring Reed

Andrews Clark, Mo. Johnson, Calif. Russell
Ashurst Connally King Schwartz
Austin Danaher Lee Schwellenbach
Bailey Davis Lodge Sheppard
Bankhead Downey McCarran Smathers
Barbour Ellender McKellar Stewart
Barkley George Maloney Taft

Bilbo Gerry Mead Thomas, Idaho
Bone Gibson Minton Thomas, Okla.
Bridges Green Neely Thomas, Utah
Bulow Guffey Norris Townsend
Burke Gurney Nye Truman

Byrd Hale O'Mahoney Van Nuys
Byrnes Harrison Overton Wheeler
Capper Hatch Pittman White
Caraway Hayden Radcliffe Wiley

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Hort], the Senator from Colorado [Mr. JoHN-
son], and the Senator from Montana [Mr. MuURRAY] are
absent because of their attendance at the funeral of the late
Senator Lundeen, of Minnesota.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Brown]1, the Senator
{from Kenftucky [Mr. CHANDLER], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Ceavez]l, the Senator from Ohio [Mr. DonaHEY], the
Senator from Iowa [Mr, GiLLeTTE], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. GrLass], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HirLl, the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. HucHEs], the Senator from Illinois
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[Mr. Lucas], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Mmier]l, the
Senator from Florida [Mr, PEpper], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Reynorps]l, the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SLaTTERY], the Senator from Socuth Carolina [Mr. Smrrml,
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Typings], the Senator from
New York [Mr. Wacner], and the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. WarLsm] are necessarily absent.

Mr. AUSTIN. I announce that the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. HoLman] is absent on public business.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SripsTEAD] is absent
attending the funeral of the late Senator Lundeen, of Minne-
sota, i

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary]l, the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. VanpENBERG], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Frazier], and the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Tosey] are unavoidably absent.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-eight Senators hav-
ing answered to their names, a guorum is present.

FINANCIAL AND OTHER DATA RELATIVE TO SUNDRY GOVERNMENTAL
AGENCIES AND CORFORATIONS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a
letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury submitting a
partial report, in response to Senate Resolutions 150 and 292,
Seventy-sixth Congress (submitted by Mr. Byrp), calling on
the Secretary of the Treasury for financial statements and
annual reports of certain governmental agencies and corpo-
rations, and also stating that the special reports and financial
statements referred to will require several months to prepare,
which, with the accompanying paper, were referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

EXPEDITION OF NATIONAL-DEFENSE HOUSING

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a
letter from the Defense Housing Coordinator, the Advisory
Commission to the Council of National Defense, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to expedite the provision of
housing in connection with the national defense, and for
other purposes, which, with the accompanying papers, was
referred to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

PETITION

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a
petition of 116 citizens of Miami, Fla., praying that the
Americas be united for peace and also that pending legisla-
tion be enacted to prevent and punish the crime of lynching,
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

THE NATIONAL DEFENSE—RESOLUTIONS OF AMERICAN LEGION POSTS
IN MISSISSIPPI

Mr. BILBO presented resolutions of Indianola Post, No. 2,
and Marvin E. Stainton Post, No. 11, both of the American
Legion, in the State of Mississippi, which were referred to
the Committee on Military Affairs and ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Whereas dictatorships moving under one head have succeeded in
subduing democracies that can move only after agreement of their
representatives; and

Whereas many peaceful nations better armed than we are have
been overrun and more than 100,000,000 free peoples enslaved by
the mechanized armies of such dictators within the past months;
and

‘Whereas it is the announced purpose of such dictators to conguer
the whole world (including America); and

Whereas America, the last stronghold of human liberty, is dan-
gerously unprepared at this time to defend itself against modern
mechanized forces and we must make total preparedness our imme-
diate and paramount objective if we are to survive; and

Whereas in the face of this condition a loud and unthinking
minority in the Congress is delaying the enactment of the universal
military training bill, the bill to call for training the National Guard,
and other essential measures of national defense; and

Whereas by such conduct they are emphasizing the weakness of
democracy, abusing the privileges accorded them, giving encourage-
ment to scoffing dictators, rendering impotent our means of self-
defense, and endangering our liberties: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by Indianocla Post, No. 2, the American Legion, of Indian-
ola, Miss., at its regular August 1940 meeting, that we hereby
demand of the Congress Immediate and favorable action on these
measures and others of national defense; that it forthwith cease all
delayed tactics; that politics be now adjourned; and that the full
resources, manpower, and wealth of this Nation be forthwith har-
nessed for full defense of this country, to the end that we may
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remain a free and independent nation; and that liberty and freedom
shall not perish from the earth; be it further

Resolved, 'That a copy of this resolution be spread on the minutes
of this post, that a copy of same be sent the President of the United
States, and a copy each sent to all Members of the Congress from
Mississippi.

Whereas we believe that our Representatives in the United States
Congress are interested in the views of the people at home; and

Whereas the Marvin E. Stainton Post, No. 11, the American
Legion, of Laurel, Miss., has a membership of almost 300 ex-service
men, the following resolution was unanimously adopted at August
14, 1940, meeting.

To say that we are greatly concerned over our national-defense
situation is stating it much too mildly., We do not feel that we
are fanatics on this subject or that we are alarmists, but we are
truly alarmed; not at the ability of this country to really build up
a defense system that will make us secure against any and all
would-be invaders—provided we have time left to build up such
defense system—but we are certainly alarmed at the kind of prog-
ress which is being made toward getting this defense program
under way. We realize that the wheels of our governmental ma-
chine turn slowly, but days go by, weeks go by, and months are
going by, and, so far as we are able to , very little has
actually been done in preparing this Nation for the greatest poten-
tial crisis which it may ever be called upon to face, We are there-
fore beginning to wonder if our Congress actually realizes just how
sericus the situation is and just how the people back home feel
about it. We desire action and we demand action now. We can-
not understand why it should take weeks to pass a hill giving the
President authority to call out the National Guard and the Reserves.
We cannot understand why there should be so much controversy
over a compulsory military training bill. We need trained men, and
the program, we believe, should already be under way. We need
trained men in the shortest time possible, and controversy, argu-
ments, and quibbling may easily result in the forced calling into
service of green, raw, or half-trained men to the battle lines,. We
of World War service know what this means. We witnessed it in
1917-18, and if it happens again we feel that it will be an inexcus-
able crime laid at the door of a Congress which is not functioning
with the speed that it should and could function.

We cannot understand why, as the Secretary of War tells us,
that in the past 7 weeks, contracts have actually been let for only
33 planes for our Army, when surely we need thousands, We
might go on and on along this line of thought, but we realize that
the Congress is very busy; however, we do desire you to know some-
thing of bow we Legionnaires feel here in Laurel, Miss. We fur-
ther think these views are generally held by all our folk here. We
are ready and willing to make any and all sacrifices that are neces-
sary, and therefore we desire you to know that before we shall be
satisfled we want to feel that everything humanly possible is being
done to make this Nation secure. Frankly, we cannot feel that
this is being done up to now. We demand action. We are com-
pelled to wait on our Representatives in Congress; we are helpless
until it first acts. Again, let us have action now, is our urgent
plea to our Congress, We wish you to know that in everything you
have done or can do to speed up our defense program we will be
solidly behind you. We might also add that anyone who tries to
delay, hinder, or retard this preparedness program we are solidly

inst: Therefore be it

Resolved in regular meeting assembled by the Marvin E. Stainton
Post, No. 11, by unanimous vote, that these views expressed in
the foregoing resolution be entered on our permanent minutes, a
copy be sent to our Senators, our Congressmen, to the President
of the United States, and to each individual post in the American
Legion, department of Mississippi.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. SCHWARTZ, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them each without
amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.7139. A bill for the relief of Joe L. McQueen (Rept.
No. 2064) ; and

H. R. 7815. A bill for the relief of Boston & Maine Railroad
(Rept. No. 2065).

Mr. BURKE, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.5814. A bill for the relief of David J. Williams, Jr., a
minor (Rept. No. 2066) ;

H.R.9073. A bill to provide for the reimbursement of cer-
tain officers and men of the Coast and Geodetic Survey for
the value of personal effects lost, damaged, or destroyed in a
fire aboard the Coast and Geodetic Survey launch Mikawe, at
Norfolk, Va., on October 27, 1939 (Rept. No. 2067); and

H. R. 10155. A bill for the relief of William M. Irvine (Rept.
No. 2068) .

Mr. BURKE also, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 6091) for the relief of Samuel
Roberts, reported it with an amendment and submitted a
report (No. 2069) thereon.
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He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (H. R. 5053) for the relief of Verdie Barker and Fred
Walter, reported it with amendments and submitted a report
(No. 2070) thereon,

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Claims, to which were
referred the following bhills, reported them severally without
amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.4615. A bill for the relief of Sallie Barr (Rept. No.
2081) ; ;

H.R.4724. A bill for the relief of Charles F. Martin, a
minor (Rept. No. 2082) ; and

H. R. 6215. A bill for the relief of John E. Avery (Rept. No.
2083).

Mr. BAILEY, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was recommitted the bill (H. R. 9972) authorizing the im-
provement of certain rivers and harbors in the interest of the
national defense, and for other purposes, reported it with
amendments and submitted a report (No. 2072) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred
the following bills and joint resolution, reported them sever-
ally without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

5.4316. A bill to repeal sections 4588 and 4591 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States (Rept. No. 2071) ;

H.R.9921. A bill to authorize the maintenance and opera-
tion of fish hatcheries in connection with the Grand Coulee
Dam project (Rept. No. 2073) ;

H.R.10246. A bill to further amend the act of July 30,
1937, authorizing the conveyance of a portion of the Stony
Point Light Station Reservation to the Palisades Interstate
Park Commission (Rept. No. 2074) ;

H. R. 10337. A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to order retired commissioned and warrant officers of the
Coast Guard to active duty during time of national emergency,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 2075); and

S. J. Res. 292. Joint resolution to authorize Commander
Howard L. Vickery to hold the office of a member of the
United States Maritime Commission (Rept. No. 2076).

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them each
with amendments and submitted reports thereon:

5.4087. A bill authorizing the Big Creek Bridge Co., Con-
solidated, its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy
River at or near Nolan, W. Va. (Rept. No. 2077) ; and

5.4135. A bill granting the consent of Congress to the
State Highway Board of Georgia to construct, maintain, and
operate a free highway bridge across the Withlacoochee River,
between Valdosta, Ga., and Madison, Fla., at or near Horns
Ferry (Rept. No. 2078).

Mrs. CARAWAY also, from the Committee on Commerce,
to which were referred the following bills, reported them
each without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.9561. A bill granting the consent of Congress to the
Minnesota Department of Highways and the counties of
Benton and Stearns in Minnesota, to construct, maintain,
and operate a free highway bridge across the Mississippi
River at or near Sauk Rapids, Minn. (Rept. No. 2079) : and

H.R.9952. A bill authorizing the Indiana State Toll Bridge
Commission to construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge
across the Wabash River at or near Mount Vernon, Posey
County, Ind. (Rept. No. 2080).

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee presented to the President of
the United States the following enrolled bills:

On August 30, 1940:

S5.313. An act to carry out the findings of the Court of
Claims in the case of Lester P. Barlow against the United
States;

S5.760. An act for the relief of Mrs. Guy A. McConoha;

S.823. An act for the relief of John P. Shorter;

8.927. An act to confer jurisdiction on the Court of Claims
to hear, determine, and render judgment upon the claim of
Suncrest Orchards, Inc.; and
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S.4042. An act to provide for the acquisition of flowage | of Secretary of Commerce, was read the first time by its

rights and the payment of certain damages in connection
with the operation of the Fort Hall Indian irrigation project,
Idaho.
On August 31, 1940:
S.4271, An act to increase the number of midshipmen at
the United States Naval Academy.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

Mr. BAILEY, from the Committee on Commerce, reported
favorably the nomination of Carroll L. Wilson, to be Assistant
Director, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, vice
Nathanael H. Engle, resigned.

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the
nominations of sundry officers for promotion or appointment
in the Coast Guard.

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
reported favorably the nominations of several National Guard
general officers to be brigadier generals, National Guard of
the United States.

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the
nominations of sundry officers for promotion in the Regular
Army. g

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the
nomination of Edward Casimir Rogowski for appointment as
second lieutenant in the Medical Administrative Corps, Reg-
ular Army.

He also, from the same committee, reported favorably the
nomination of First Lt. Ivan Walter Parr, Jr., Infantry, for
appointment, by transfer, to the Quartermaster Corps, Reg-
ular Army.

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the ncminations of sundry
postmasters.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. DAVIS:

S. 4324, A hill for the relief of Tibor Hoffman and Magda

Hoffman: to the Committee on Immigration.
By Mr. SHEPPARD:

S.4325. A bill to amend the National Defense Act approved
June 3, 1916, as amended; and

S.4326. A bill to provide for continuing in the service of
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard of the
United States beyond the term of their enlistment, those
suffering from service-connected disease or injury, and in
need of medical care or hospitalization until recovery through
such medical care and hospitalization; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri:

S.4327. A bill granting a pension to Ophelia Jackson; to

the Committee on Pensions.
By Mr. BARBOUR:

S.4328. A hill to prevent discrimination in employment
against physically handicapped persons; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

(Mr. BanLey introduced Senate Joint Resolution 294, which
was referred to the Committee on Commerce, and appears
under a separate heading.)

JESSE H. JONES—JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED AND REPORTED

Mr. BAILEY. I ask unanimous consent at this time to
introduce a joint resolution for reference to the Commerce
Committee, with the request that it be read for the informa-
tion of the Scnate.

Mr. President, manifestly we must act on this joint reso-
lution with as little delay as possible. I have therefore called
the Committee on Commerce to meet in the committee room
at 3 o'clock this afterncon to consider the resolution with the
hope of reporting it back today.

There being no objection, the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
294) to authorize Jesse H. Jones, Federal Loan Administrator,
to be appointed to, and to perform the duties of, the office

title, the second time at length, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Commerce, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That notwithstanding any provision of law to the
contrary, Jesse H. Jones, Federal Loan Administrator, may continue
in such office and be appointed to, in the manner now provided by
law, and may exercise the duties of the office of Secretary of Com-
merce: Provided, That the total compensation to be paid him as
Becretary of Commerce and as Federal Loan Administrator shall he
that provided by law for the Secretary of Commerce.

Mr. BAILEY, subsequently, from the Committee on Com-
merce, to which the foregoing Senate Joint Resolution 294 was
referred, reported it without amendment.

EXTENSION OF THE CLASSIFIED CIVIL SERVICE—AMENDMENT

Mr. MEAD submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 960) extending the classified
executive civil service of the United States, which was
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

ACQUISITION OF NAVAL AND AIR BASES AND TRANSFER OF DESTROYERS
(H. DOC. NO, 943)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the
following message from the President of the United States,
which was read, and with the accompanying papers, referred
to the Committee on Naval Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith for the information of the Congress
nctes exchanged between the British Ambassador at Wash-
ington and the Secretary of State on September 2, 1940,
under which this Government has acquired the right to lease
naval and air bases in Newfoundland, and in the islands of
Bermuda, the Bahamas, Jamaica, St. Lucia, Trinidad, and
Antigua, and in British Guiana; also a copy of an opinion
of the Attorney General dated August 27, 1940, regarding
my authority to consummate this arrangement.

The right to bases in Newfoundland and Bermuda are
gifts—generously given and gladly received. The other bases
mentioned have been acquired in exchange for 50 of our
over-age destroyers. ;

This is not inconsistent in any sense with our status of
peace. Still less is it a threat against any nation. It is an
epochal and far-reaching act of preparation for continental
defense in the face of grave danger.

Preparation for defense is an inalienable prerogative of a
sovereign state. Under present circumstances this exercise
of sovereign right is essential to the maintenance of our
peace and safety. This is the most important action in the
reinforcement of our national defense that has been taken
since the Louisiana Purchase. Then as now, considerations
of safety from overseas attack were fundamental.

The value to the Western Hemisphere of these outposts of
security is beyond calculation. Their need has long been
recognized by our country, and especially by those primarily
charged with the duty of charting and organizing our own
naval and military defense. They are essential to the pro-
tection of the Panama Canal, Central America, the northern
portion of South America, the Antilles, Canada, Mexico, and
our own eastern and Gulf seaboards. Their consequent im-
portance in hemispheric defense is obvious. For these rea-
sons I have taken advantage of the present opportunity to
acquire them.

FRANELIN D. ROOSEVELT.
THE WHITE Housg, September 3, 1940.

[For papers transmitted with the President’s message,
supra, being notes exchanged between the British Ambassador
at Washington and the Secretary of State under which the
United States acquired the right to lease certain naval and
air bases, and also an opinion of the Attorney General dated
August 27, 1940, regarding the authority of the President to
consummate the arrangement by Executive agreement, see
H. Doc. No. 943, 76th Cong.; also see House proceedings of
September 3, 1940, pp. 11354-11357.]1

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to insert in the REcorp editorial comment appearing
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in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of Tuesday, September 3, ugon
the coup d’état by which a large portion of the United States
Navy has been transferred to a foreign power. I will say
further that I regret very much that, under the rules of the
Senate, it is impossible also to include in the Recorp the
cartoon which accompanies the editorial.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none and the editorial will be printed in the
RECORD.

Mr. BAREKLEY. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
in that connection to have printed alongside and following
the article just put in the REcorp an editorial from the St.
Louis Star-Times in answer to the editorial from the St.
Louis Post-Dispatech which has just been referred to by the
Senator from Missouri.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
so ordered.

The editorials from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch and the
St. Louis Star-Times are, respectively, as follows:

[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of September 3, 1940]
DICTATOR ROOSEVELT COMMITS AN ACT OF WAR

Mr. Roosevelt today committed an act of war.

He also became America’s first dictator.

Secretly, his Secretary of Etate, Mr, Hull, entered into an agree-
ment with the British Ambassador that amounts to a military and
naval alliance with Great Britain. This secretly negotiated agree-
ment was consummated yesterday, September 2.

Today Congress is informed of the agreement. Note well the
word “informed.” Although the President referred to his under-
cover deal as ranking in importance with the Louisiana Purchase,
he is not asking Congress—the elected representatives of the
people—to ratify this deal. He is telling them it already has been
ratified by him—America’s dictator.

The President has passed down an edict that compares with the
edicts forced down the throats of Germans, Italians, and Russians
by Hitler, Mussolini, and Stalin.

He hands down an edict that may eventually result in the shed-
ding of the blood of millions of Americans; that may result in
transforming the United States into a goose-stepping, regimented
slave state. :

Under our Constitution, treatles with foreign powers are not
legal without the advice and consent of the Senate. This treaty,
which history may define as the most momentous one ever made
in our history, was put over without asking the Senate either for
its advice or its consent.

The authority which the President quotes for his fatal and secret
deal is an opinion from the Attorney General. Whatever legal
trickery this "yes man"” may conjure up, the fact is that the transfer
of the destroyers is not only in violation of American law, but is
also in violation of the Hague covenant of 1907, solemnly ratified by
the United States Senate in 1908. It is an cutright act of war.

Undeterred by law or the most primitive form of common sense,
the President is turning over to a warring power about one-seventh
of the United States Navy, against the repeated statements of Sen-
ators, Navy Department officials, and officers of the Navy that the
ships are needed for our own defense.

But that is only one phase of this insane ance. We get In
exchange leases on British possessions in this hemisphere—but only
leases. What good will these leases be if Hitler should acquire title
to these islands by right of conquest? There Is even the possibility
that, in the course of a negotiated peace, Great Britain might be
forced to cede these islands to Hitler.

What, then, will become of Roosevelt's leases? Obviously, to avold
all sorts of possible complications, we should have full sovereignty
over our naval and air bases.

Of all “sucker” real-estate deals in history, this is the worst, and
the President of the United States is the “sucker.”

Thomas Jefferson did not lease Loulsiana from Napoleon Bona-
parte. He acquired it outright, to have and to hold forever.

Woodrow Wilson didn't lease the Virgin Islands from Denmark.
With the advice and consent of the United States Senate, he bought
them.

In the case of Newfoundland and Bermuda, Mr. Roosevelt tells us
that the right to bases “are gifts—generously given and gladly
received.” In other words, the great and rich United States is taking
largess from a nation that owes us some $4,000,000,000. We are
accepting a tip, according to the President.

For at least 10 years, this newspaper has repeatedly called atten-
tion to the urgent desirability of acquiring Caribbean islands owned
by Britain and France for our own defense purposes. In that belief,
we are ardently in agreement with Mr. Roosevelt.

No move was made to this end by Roosevelt or his predecessors,
despite the fact that we had a trading argument in the billions of
war debts owed to us by France and Britain.

No, Roosevelt saw France go down without negotiating for the
islands in exchange for the debts, and only now, with Britain in the
throes of a desperate war, does the President move to protect our
shores,

But, in doing so, he commits an act of war, he strips our Navy of
50 valuable ships, and he enters into leases which might not be
worth the paper they are written upon in a month’s time.

Without objection, it is
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And all this is done In utmost contempt of democratic processes
and the Constitution of the United States. .

If this secret deal goes through, the fat is in the fire, and we all
may as well get ready for a full-dress participation in the European
war.

If Roosevelt gets away with this, we may as well say good-bye to
our liberties and make up our mind that henceforth we live under a
dictatorship.

If Congress and the pecple do not rise in solemn wrath to stop
Roosevelt now—at this moment—then the country deserves the
stupendous tragedy that looms right around the corner.

[From the St. Louls Star-Times]

A REPLY TO ST. LOUIS POST-DISPATCH EDITORIAL ON 50-DESTROYER, AIR-
AND NAVAL~BASE TRADE

“Not since the Louisiana Purchase,” said President Roosevelt in
announcing the acquisition of the Canada to South America string
of naval and air bases from Great Britain, “has there been an action
80 Important in the reinforcement of national defense.”

To that the Star-Times would add:

“Not since the frenzied denunciations with which the political
enemies of Thomas Jefferson greeted his acquisition of Louisiana
Territory, has there been anything to match the fanatical diatribe,
bred of mingled hate and fear, with which the St. Louis Post-Dis-
patch greeted the action of President Roosevelt.”

5t. Louisians, once astonished, still perplexed, are nelther sur-
prised nor alarmed at the Post-Dispatch’s efforts to win the Pulitzer
prize of appeasement. The prize is safe; there are no real com-
petitors.

What other newspaper tore up its already-printed Tuesday edil-
torial page in order to publish, in its third edition, a screaming two
columns of intemperance headed “Dictator Roosevelt commits an
act of war"?

What other newspaper declared editorially, without waiting for
the 5,000-word opinion of Attorney General Jackson to come In
over the wires, that Jackson's opinion was “legal trickery,” con-
Jured up by a “yes man” to cover a deal “in violation of American
law”? What other newspaper rushed in to assert that the transfer
of 50 over-age destroyers, in exchange for the naval and air bases,
was against the statements of “Navy Department officials and officers
of the Navy that the ships are needed for our own defense”? Haste
was needed for such a statement, for had the Post-Dispatch waited
an hour it would have read in its own news columns the certificate
of Admiral Harold R. Stark, Chief of Naval Operations, to the Presi-
dent, that the destroyers “are not essential to the defense of the
United States,” and that “the proposed exchange of 50 over-age
destroyers for suitable naval and air bases in the Atlantic will
strengthen rather than impair the total defense of the United
States.”

Against the word of Admiral Stark, which furnished part of the
legal basls for the President’s action, we have the cry of the Post-
Dispatch that the President, “undeterred by law or the most primi-
tive form of common sense, is turning over to a warring power about
cne-seventh of the United States Navy,” If these 50 over-age de-
stroyers represent one-seventh of the United States Navy, what
protest did the Post-Dispatch make in 1930, when 50 destroyers of
exactly the same type and age were sold for scrap iron at a top
price of 6,800 apiece and 8 others were sent to the bottom of the
sea as naval targets?

Enough, however, of the citations which shows the distempered,
rash, and hasty nature of the Post-Dispatch's attack on the Presi-
dent.

If the Post-Dispatch has no competitors today in making a record
of ignominy which should last for a hundred years, it had its coun-
terpart when Thomas Jefferson, without consulting Congress, bought
the western half of the United States. The Post-Dispatch of that
day was the Columbian Centinel of Boston, and its conduct is de-
scribed in five words by Claude Bowers in Jeflerson in Power.

“The Columbian Centinel went mad.”

Thomas Jefferson was a dictator. He had secretly bought Louisi-
ana during a recess of Congress. And the price, $15,000,000. Even as
the Post-Dispatch cries out that Roosevelt has given “one-seventh
of the United States Navy” for this string of defense bases, so did
the Columbian Centinel, the Pulitzer winner of 1803, declare
that $15,000,000 “is nearly all of the gold and silver in the United
States"—given for what? *“Wild land.” Land of which “we do not
want a foot,” “Mississippi moonshine,” in these actual words, read-
able now in mecking laughter, but frought then with the gravest
danger to America, did the opponents of Jefferson greet his greatest
stroke of statecraft.

Did they not also in 1803, as the Post-Dispatch does in 1940, ac-
cuse the President of an act of war? They did indeed. “How,” asked
Senator Fisher Ames, “did we dare viclate our neutrality in a war
between England and France?”

There were appeasers in 1803, appeasers who said it was better to
let Louisiana be handed from nation to nation in dictator-ridden
Europe. Had Jefferson waited 5 days, said the Boston counterpart
of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, “England would have taken Louisi-
ana and relieved us of it.”

What incredible blindness, then and now. Speed and decision
were demanded of Jefferson to protect and build the United States
by securing from Napoleon what Napoleon could not hold against
England. Speed and declsion were required of Franklin D. Roose-
velt to secure and build the United States by securing from England
what England might not be able to hold against Hitler.
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Fools rave, and political marplots rage, against a stroke in na-
tional defense which transcends in one respect its historical coun=-
terpart—transcends it because in this instance the United States
profits both by what it gains and what it gives. These 50 de-
stroyers—outdated as auxiliaries to the American fighting fleet,
listed as mere scrap metal in 1930—can convoy food ships and fight
German troop transports, and help to give the United States time
to make itself impregnable along a new line of Atlantic defense.

Unneutral? Of course, it is unneutral, in a world where neu-
trality has become Hitler's jest and Holland's grave. What kind
of a world does the St. Louis Post-Dispatch think it is living in?
It accuses the President, among all his other alleged crimes, of
acting “in violation of the Hague covenant of 1907.” Where is the
original of that covenant? What Nazl storm trooper’s boots are
kicking it about, in the shambles of war that has swept over the
temple of international peace? The first Nazl bomb that fell on
The Hague tore that covenant into a thousand shreds. Loud will
be the laughter of Goering and Goebbels and a million other Nazis
when they read this part of the Post-Dispatch’s editorial translated,
as it will be, in the Voeklische Becbachter. But it will be hollow
laughter, for they know now that they have misjudged America.

Again we ask, Why did the Post-Dispatch rush with such speed
into its diatribe of appeasement? Was it seeking, by being the
first newspaper in America to put its Hitlerian frenetics on the
press association wires, to lead other Roosevelt-hating newspapers,
other disciples of appeasement, to follow its example? If so, how
sadly it failed, for the first 14 newspapers whose editorial position
was carried by American Press Association, the score read:

Opposing the President—St. Louis Post-Dispatch.

Supporting the President—New York Daily News, Detroit Free
Press, Atlanta Constitution, Philadelphia Record, New York Times,
New York Herald Tribune, Los Angeles Times, Louisville Courier-
Journal, Kansas City Star, New Orleans Times-Picayune, Indianapo-
lis Star, Cleveland Plain Dealer, Chicago Tribune.

The Post-Dispatch believes it is “saving America,” and so it is.
It is saving America as Chamberlain saved England, as Hitler says
all democracies will save themselves, because they are incapable of
acting with unity, speed, and vigor. It is saving America as a man
saves himself by patting the head of a dog with rabies.

Roosevelt is acting as Jefferson acted, and with the same knowl-
edge Jefferson had that he was protecting America by skirting the
borders of a European war which otherwise would have come to
America. What did Jefferson say about the bearing of Europe’s war
upon his purchase of Louisiana?

“We did not by our intrigue produce the war,” he wrote to Gen.
Horatio Gates, “but we availed ourselves of it when it happened.”

Roosevelt neither produced the war nor, in primary purpose,
availed himself of it. He acted in an hour of danger to avert its
consequences and in doing so to protect the United States against
future threats of war for generations to come. He acted on the
precedent of Jefferson, the precedent of Daniel Webster, the interpre-
tation of the President’s “delicate, plenary, and exclusive powers”
by Justice Sutherland, the advice of the Chief of Naval Operations,
and the wording of the laws of the United States, all of which the
Post-Dispatch could have found in the opinion of Attorney General
Jackson.

His was not the act of a dictator but of a servant of the people
making democracy function. It was not an act of war but an act
to keep war away from America, now and forever.

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT AT OPENING OF CHICKAMAUGA DAM

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on Monday last, Labor
Day, the President of the United States delivered a very im-
portant address-at the celebration incident to the opening of
the Chickamauga Dam. I ask unanimous consent that the
address may be printed in the Recorp as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The address is as follows:

Governor Cooper, Governor Rivers, Members of the Senate and of
the House of Representatives, Chairman Morgan, and members of
the Tennessee Valley Authority, and you, the good people of Ten=-
nessee and of the other six States that abut this great valley, I am
glad to come here today, especially because I took part in the
laying of the cornerstone of this dam some years ago. -

When I first passed this place, after my election but before my
inauguration as President, there flowed here a vagrant stream,
sometimes shallow and useless, sometimes turbulent and in flood,
always dark with the soil it had washed from the eroding hills.
This Chickamauga Dam, the sixth in the series of mammoth struc-
tures built by the Tennessee Valley Authority for the people of the
United States, is helping to give to all of us human control of the
watershed of the Tennessee River in order that it may serve in full
the purposes of men.

The chain of man-made inland seas may well be named “the
Great Lakes of the South.” Through them we are celebrating the
cpening of a new artery of commerce, new opportunities for recrea-
tion, relief from the desolation of floods, and new low-cost energy
which has begun to flow to the homes and farms and industries in
seven American States.

This national holiday—Labor Day—has been appropriately se-
lected, because in the miracle that man has wrought, labor has
played a vital role. In all these 7 years, in heat and in cold, men
have drilled and blasted through solid rock, they have poured ton
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after ton of concrete, and they have moved mountains of earth.
They have worked with the strength of their hands, and they have
operated complicated machinery with every modern skill. Never
once, in this the biggest consolidated construction job ever under-
taken directly by the National Government, has there been a sub-
stantial interruption to the continuance of your labors. This
dam, all the dams built in this short space of years, stands as a
monument to a productive partnership between management and
labor, between citizens of all kinds working together in the public
weal. Collective bargaining and efficlency have proceeded hand in
hand. It is noteworthy ihat the splendid new agreement between
organized labor and the Tennessee Valley Authority begins with
the words, “The public interest in an undertaking such as the
T. V. A. always being paramount * * &

It is appropriate, therefore, that we recognize this signal achieve-
ment on the day when the whole Natiom pays tribute to labor's
contribution to the democracy which we are now preparing to
defend. To all of you, therefore—all of you who have contributed
to make these structures possible throughout this beautiful valley—
I extend the Nation’s thanks.

The only note of sorrow that can properly be sounded on a great
day like this lies in the misplaced emphasis which so many people
have put on the objectives of the Government in building up this
great Tennessee Valley project. It was at a press conference, which
I held at Warm Springs, Ga., in January 1933, after visiting the
valley with that splendid fighting American, Senator GEoRGE NORRIS,
of Nebraska,that I put his vision and mine into words. For many
years, in different parts of the Nation, I have been interested in
what I called the problem of better land use, a problem which
necessarily had to include existing facts of harmful land use.

In the watershed of the Tennessee River, therefore, I had come
to consider the facts of devastating floods which had existed for
many generations—floods that washed away houses and roads and
factories, floods that took great tolls of human lives—floods which
threatened the very security of Chattanooga itself and of many
olther communities on this river, on the Ohio, and on the Missis-
sippi.

I had studied the washing away of the wealth of soil on the
main stem of the river, on its many main tributaries, and up in the
creeks and hills in the higher valleys. I had seen water commerce
impeded by shoals and by winding variable channels. I had under-
stcod the waste of potential hydroelectric energy.

I had seen forests denuded or burned—but worst of all, I had
seen the splendid people living in parts of seven States fighting
against nature instead of with nature.

Being of a practical turn of mind, I asked for figures relating to
losses and figures to show the cost of stopping these losses.

My memory is that the engineers told me that from floods alone
the average annual damage in the Tennessee Valley was about
$25,000,000; that the topsoil carried to the sea by annual floods
averaged another $25,000,000 worth, that better farming and for-
estry could produce at least $25,000,000 a year more, and finally, that
a saving of $25,000,000 could be made by providing for and in-
sisting on cheaper electric rates and a wider distribution of power.
In other words, the complete development of the objectives of the
Tennessee Valley Authority would save or, in other words, gain for
the people of the watershed $100,000,000 a year.

On the other side of the ledger—the cost side—we would have to
figure on a total final investment of about $500,000,000, including, of
course, the taxes and amortization on the amount spent through a
series of years—and including, incidentally, no watered stock. This
total sum of dollars was to be spent for three major benefits, The
first related to the control of the water for better navigation, for ths
building of lakes, for the prevention of ercsion, and for the develop-
ment of power. The second objective we had was the building back
of soil fertility through research into phosphate fertilizers, the use
of nitrate plant life, and the diversification of crops, and the refor-
esting of millions of acres of land. The third objective was to
improve the social and economic life of these citizens with their
cooperalion—to plan with them for a greater diversification of
human effort, to make a richer farm life, to add new industries, to
give employment, and to bring a larger return in cash each year to
the average of our familles.

Today we see the progress that we have made, that we are making,
and that we propose to continue to make. We have come far along
the rcad. In this valley, as in the Nation, we do not propose to
abandon the goal that is directly before our eyes either by sitting
down or by going back.

These splendid changes have not come by compulsion—for thou-
sands of farmers and thousands of townspeople have met together
in the common effort. They have debated and discussed. Partici-
pating in the processes of their Government, they have altered the
looks of their towns. They have added fertilizer to their soil. The
have improved their industries. No farmer was forced to join this
conservation movement. No workman was compelled to labor here
under onercus conditions, or for less than a rightful wage. No
citizen has lost a single one of these human liberties we prize so
highly in this democracy. This is a demonstration of what a de-
mocracy at work can do, of a people uniting in a war against waste
and insecurity.

There were and are those who maintain that the development of
this enterprise is not a proper activity of government. As for me,
I glory in it as one of the great social and economic achievements
of our time.

Today we are facing a time of peril unmatched in the history of
the nations of all the world. And because we are undertaking
the total defense of our Nation, the Tennessee Valley region has
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assumed, in addition to its own domestic betterment, its share of
responsibility for national defense.

Already, and several years ahead of our carefully planned sched-
ule, we are creating new plants which of necessity will use more
power. I am glad, indeed, that in spite of partisan opposition,
the Congress of the United States has overwhelmingly voted the
necessary funds. That money is now at work. 5

New defense industries are more safe from attack in this region
behind the mountains than if they were located on our more ex-
Fosed borders. It is, therefore, good for our safety to develop

urther and to use the natural resources and the manpower of
this region. In that development, let us always remember that
we must and shall retain the great gains that have been made
for human social security in recent years. We propose, indeed,
not to retain them alone but to improve and extend them. Most
assuredly we are determined neither to repeal them nor to weaken

em, '

thWe understand now what we did not understand in 1917 and
1918—that the building up of Army and Navy equipment and the
training of men to use it ought not to result in a waste of our
natural resources, and at the same time ought not to break down
the gains of labor or the maintenance of living wages.

We are seeking the preparedness of America, not against the
threat of war or congquest alone, but in order that preparedness be
built to assure American peace that rests on the well-being of the
American e.

Let us, tg?egept!ore, today dedicate this dam and these lakes to the
benefit of all the people, the prosperity they have stimulated, the
faith they have justified, the hope they have inspired, the hearts
that they encourage—the total defense of the United States of

America.

ADDRESS EY THE PRESIDENT ON OPENING OF GREAT SMOKY MOUN-
TAINS NATIONAL PARK

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, also on last Monday the
President of the United States delivered an address at the
dedication of the Great Smoky Mountains National Park. I
ask unanimous consent that the address may be printed in

the Recorp as a part of my remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The address is as follows:

Secre Ickes, Governor Hoey, Governor Cooper, and our neigh-
bor, Gotvagn,or Maybank, of South Carolina, and my friends from
all the States, I have listened with attention and great interest to
the names of thousands of varieties of plants and trees and fishes
and animals that Governor Cooper told us about, but he failed to
mention the hundreds of thousands of species of human animails

at come to this park.
mﬂm in the Gregt Smokies we meet today to dedicate these moun-
tains, streams, and forests to the service of the American people.
We are living under governments which are proving their devotion
to national parks. The Governors of North Carolina and of Ten-
nessee have greatly helped us, and the Secretary of the Interior has
today ready for dedication two more parks—Kings Canyon, in Cali-
fornia and the Olympic National Park, in the State of Washington—
and soon, I hope, will have a third, the Big Bend Park, in Texas.

There are trees here that stood before our forefathers came to this
continent; there are brooks that still run as clear as on the day the
first pioneer cupped his hand and drank from them. In this park,
we shall conserve the pine, the redbud, the dogwood, the azalea, the
rhododendron, the trout, and the thrush for the happiness of the
American le.

The old ptsggtler that put the hard fiber in the American spirit and
the long muscles on the American back, lives and will live in these
untamed mountains to give future generations a sense of the land
from which their forefathers hewed their homes.

The hewing was hard. The dangers were many. The rifle could
never be far from the ax. The pioneers stood on their own feet, shot
their own game, and fought off their own enemies. In time of
accident or misfortune they helped each other. In time of Indian
attack they stood by each other.

Today we no longer face Indians and hard and lonely struggles
with Nature, and also we have grown soft in many ways.

If we are to survive, we cannot be soft in a world in which there
are dangers that threaten Americans—dangers far more deadly than
were those the frontiersmen had to face.

The earth has been so shrunk by the airplane and the radio that
Europe is closer to America today than was one side of these moun-
tains to the other when the pioneers tolled through the primeval
forest. The arrow, the tomahawk, and the scalping knife have been
replaced by the airplane, the bomb, the tank, and the machine gun.
Their threat is as close to us today as was the threat to the frontiers-
men when hostile Indians were lurking on the other side of the gap.

Therefore to meet the threat—to ward off these dangers—the Con-
gress and I are establishing by law the obligation inherent in our
citizenship to serve our forces for defense through training in many
capacities,

?t is not in every case easy or pleasant to ask men of the Nation
to leave their homes and women of the Nation to give their men to
the service of the Nation. But the men and women of America have
never held back even when it has meant personal sacrifice on their
part if it is sacrifice for the common good.

The greatest attack that has ever been launched against freedom
of the individual is nearer the Americas than ever before. To meet
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that attack we must prepare beforehand—for preparing later may
and_probably would be too late.

We must prepare in a thousand ways. Men are not enough. They
must have arms, They must learn how to use those arms. They
must have skilled leaders who must be trained. New bases must be
established to enable our fleet to defend our shores, Men and women
must be taught to create the supplies that we need. And we must
counter the agents of the dictators within our country.

There is, moreover, another enemy at home. That enemy is the
mean and petty spirit that mocks at ideals, sneers at sacrifice, and
pretends the American pecple can live by bread alone. If the spirit
of God is not in us, and if we will not prepare to give all that we
have and all that we are to preserve Christian civilization in our
own land, we shall go to destruction.

It is good and right that we should conserve these mountain
heights of the old frontier for the benefit of the American people.
But in this hour we have to safeguard a greater thing—the right of
the people of this country to live as free men. Our vital task of
conservation is to preserve the freedom which our forefathers won
in this land and the liberties which were proclaimed in our Decla-
ration of Independence and embodied in our Constitution.

In these centuries of American civilization, greatly blessed by
the bounties of nature, we succeeded in attaining liberty in Govern-
ment and liberty of the person. In the process, in the light of past
history, we realize now that we committed excesses which we are
today seeking to atone for.

We used up or destroyed much of our natural heritage just be-
cause that heritage was so bounteous. We slashed our forests, we
used our soils, we encouraged floods, we overconcentrated our wealth,
we disregarded our unemployed—all of this so greatly that we were
brought rather suddenly to face the fact that unless we gave
thought to the lives of our children and grandchildren they would
ﬁ? longer be able to live and to improve on our American way of

e.

And so in these later years we have tried sincerely and honestly
to leok ahead to the future years. We are at last definitely engaged
in the task of conserving the bounties of nature, thinking in terms
of the whole of nature. We are trying at least to attain employ-
ment for all who would work and can work and to provide a greater
assurance of security throughout life for the family.

From hard experience we know that the process is a long one,
but most of us realize that if we can continue our effort without
serious set-backs the ideals of the American way of life can and will
be attained by working everlastingly for the good of the whole and
not for any one privileged group.

So from within our own borders liberty, through democracy, can,
I believe, be preserved in future years—if we want to preserve it.

But there is a second danger—a danger from without. I hope,
for example, that 100 years from now the Great Smoky National
Park will still belong in practice, as well as in theory, to the people
of a free Nation. I hope it will not belong to them in theory alone
and that in practice the ownership of this park will not be in the
hands of some strange kind of government puppet subject to
an overseas overlord. I hope the use of it will not be confined to
people coming hither on Government specified days and on Govern-
ment-directed tours. I hope the trees will not be slaughtered by
the ax in order that a government may conduct wars of aggression
against other nations. I hope that roads and paths and trails will
still be built in the cause of the liberty of recreation, and not con-
fined to the ulterior purposes of a war machine controlled by an
individual or an oligarchy.

That there is a danger from without is at last recognized by most
of us Americans. That such a danger cannot longer be met with
pitchforks and squirrel rifies or even with the training or the
weapons of the war of 1917 and 1918 is equally clear to most of
us Americans.

It is not a change from the American way of life to advocate
or legislate a greater and a speedier preparedness. It is a positive
protection to the American way of life. We know that in the process
of preparing against danger we shall not have to abandon and we
will not abandon the great social improvements that have come
to the American people in these later years. We need not swap
the gain of better living for the gain of better defense. I propose
to retain the one and gain the other.

But to conserve our liberties will not be easy. The task will
require the united efforts of us all. It will require sacrifices from
us all,

The pioneers survived by fighting their own fight and by stand-
ing together as one man in the face of danger. If we, their descend-
ants, are to meet the dangers that threaten us, we too must be
ready to fight our own fight and stand together as one man. In
hours of peril the frontiersmen, whatever their personal likes and
dislikes, whatever their personal differences of opinion, gathered
together in absolute unity for defense. We, in this hour, must
have absolute national unity for total defense.

What shall we be defending? The good earth of this land, our
homes, our families—and far more. We shall be defending a way
of life which has given more freedom to the soul and body of man
than ever has been realized in the world before, a way of life that
has let men scale whatever heights they could scale without hurt-
ing their fellows, a way of life that has let men hold up their
heads and admit no master but God.

That way of life is menaced. We can meet the threat. We can
meet it in the old frontier way. We can forge our weapons, train
ourselves to shoot, meet fire with fire, and with the courage and
the unity of the frontiersmen.
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It is our pride that in our country men are free to differ with
each other and with their Government, and to follow their-own
thoughts and express them, We believe that the only whole man
is a free man. And we believe that in the face of danger the old
epirit of the frontiersmen which is in our blood will give us the
courage and unity that we must have.

We need that spirit in this hour. We need a conviction, felt
deep in us all, that there are no divisions among us. We are all
members of the same body. We are all Americans.

The winds that blow through the wide sky in these mountains—
the winds that sweep from Canada to Mexico, from the Pacific to the
Atlantic—have always blown on free men. We are free today. If we
join together now—men, women, and children—and face the com-
mon menace as a united people, we shall be free tomorrow.

To the free people of America I dedicate this park.

LETTER BY SECRETARY ICKES TO NEW YORK TIMES

[Mr. GurrFey asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcorp a letter written by Hon. Harold L. Ickes, Secretary
of the Interior, to the editor of the New York Times, which
appears in the Appendix.]
ADDRESS BY HON, SMITH W. PURDUM TO NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF

RURAL LETTER CARRIERS

[Mr. MEeap asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
REecorp an address by Hon, Smith W. Purdum, Second Assist-
ant Postmaster General, at the annual convention of the Na-
tional Association of Rural Letter Carriers, at St. Louis, Mo.,
August 21, 1940, which appears in the Appendix.]
LETTER FROM AMBASSADOR BULLITT TO MRS. GENEVIEVE CLARK

THOMSON

[Mr. BargLEY asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcorp a letter from Ambassador William C. Bullitt to
Mrs. Genevieve Clark Thomson, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]
LETTER AND ARTICLE BY JUDGE FRANK SMATHERS TO EDITOR OF

ASHEVILLE (N, C.) CITIZEN

[Mr. SmaTHERS asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the RecorD a letter and an article written by Judge Frank
Smathers, of Miami, Fla., and published in the Asheville
Citizen of Asheville, N. C., which appear in the Appendix.]

SITUATION IN EAST—ARTICLE FROM NEW YORK TIMES

[Mr. NyE asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp an article from the New York Times of Sunday, Sep-
tember 1, 1840, entitled “Situation in East,” which appears in
the Appendix.]

TRANSFER OF DESTROYERS TO GREAT BRITAIN

[Mr. NYE asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp an editorial from the Boston Post of September 4,
1940, entitled “An Imperious Act,” which appears in the
Appendix.]

EDITORIAL ON PREPAREDNESS FROM SATURDAY EVENING POST

[Mr. CLaRK of Idaho asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the REcorp an editorial from the Saturday Eve-
ning Post of September 7, 1940, entitled “While Yet There Is
Time To Think,” which appears in the Appendix.]

ARTICLE BY JAY FRANKLIN ON WAGE-HOUR LAW

[Mr. GurrEY asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the REcorp an article by Jay Franklin relative to the wage-
hour law, published in the Washington Evening Star of
September 3, 1940, which appears in the Appendix.]

ISSUES OF THE CAMPAIGN—EDITORIAL FROM WASHINGTON TIMES-
HERALD

[Mr. Truman asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an editorial under the heading “Mr. Willkie,”
published in the Washington Times-Herald of September 3,
1940, which appears in the Appendix.]

LOVETTSVILLE AIRPLANE DISASTER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will state that
the pending question before the Senate is, Will the Senate
sustain the point of order raised by the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. CLARK] against the conference report on Senate
bill 2009?

Mr. ELLENDER obfained the floor.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Louisiana yield to the Senator from Nevada?
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Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr, President, I send to the desk a reso-
lution, which I ask to have read for the information of the
Senate and thereafter that it lie on the table.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the resolution will be read.

The resolution (S. Res. 307) was read, as follows:

Whereas an airplane owned by Pennsylvania-Central Airlines Cor-
poration while engaged in interstate air commerce, crashed near
Lovettsville, in the State of Virginia, on the 31st day of August 1940,
resulting in the death of 25 persons, among whom was an honored
Member of this body, the Honorable Ernest Lundeen; and

Whereas it is imperative that in the transportation of persons
and property in interstate alr commerce every reasonable safeguard
sh(:lxud be employed to afford the greatest possible degree of safety;
an

Whereas an investigation of the causes of the crashing of such
airplane is essential for the purpose of obtaining adequate informa-
tion to enable the air-line companies to adopt sugh additional safe-
guards, Government agencies to prescribe sue# safety regulations,
and Congress to enact such remedial legislation as may be necessary
to prevent the occurrence of similar disasters: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Committee on Commerce, or any subcommittee
thereof authorized by the chairman of such committee, is author-
ized and directed to make a full and complete investigation with
respect to (1) the cause of the crashing of the Pennsylvania-Central
Airlines Corporation airplane at -Lovettsville, Va., on August 31,
1940; (2) any other crashes of, or accidents to, airplanes engaged in
interstate air commerce resulting in the loss of lives; (3) the pre-
cautions taken, and the safeguards provided, by those engaged
in interstate air commerce for the purpose of preventing the loss of
lives of persons transported by them; (4) the adequacy of the safety
regulations, air-safety devices, and inspections prescribed or pro-
vided by the Government or any department or agency thereof for
the purpose of safeguarding the lives of persons transported in
interstate air commerce; (5) any inefficiency in the administration
by any department or agency of the Government of any of its
functions relating to the safety of persons transported in interstate
alr commerce; and (6) any other matters which such committee or
subcommittee may deem it necessary to investigate for the pur-
pose of obtaining adequate information to enable it to recommend
action designed to prevent the loss of lives of persons or the loss of
property transported in interstate air commerce. The committee
shall report to the Senate, as soon as practicable, the results of
its investigation, together with its recommendations.

For the purposes of this resolution, the committee, or any duly
authorized subcommitee thereof, is authorized to hold such hear-
ings, to sit and act at such times and places during the sessions and
recesses of the Senate in the Szventy-sixth and succeeding Con-
gresses, to employ such clerical and other assistants, to require by
subpena or otherwise the attendance.of such witnesses and the pro-
duction of such books, papers, and documents, to administer such
oaths, to take such testimony, and to make such expanditures as it
deems advisable. The cost of stenographic services to report such
hearings shall not be in excess of 25 cents per hundred words. The
expenses of the committee, which shall not exceed $20,000, shall be
paid from the contingent fund of the Senate, upon vouchers ap-
proved by the chairman.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nevada
asks that the resolution lie on the table. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I desire at this time to
address myself very briefly to the subject matter of the reso-
Iution. I hope I shall address myself to it calmly and that
we may all lock upon the subject with as much calmness as
humanly possible.

Mr. President, we created, by an act of Congress, a law
to take care of the transportation of persons and property
by air with the greatest degree of safety that the ingenuity
of those interested in the subject could possibly devise and
put into print. Congress on four different occasions consid-
ered bills drafted by the junior Senator from Nevada after
long and continued study, at which he had brought to his side
and to the aid of the committees considering the bill the
finest minds that the world could produce bearing on the
subject of aviation and aeronautics. I say “the finest minds,”
and I say it without fear of contradiction—men who had
flown in the throes of war; a man who haa nown as a “lone
eagle,” the first to cross from the western world to the center
of the Old World; and we brought to our aid and to our
counsel that one great outstanding woman whose memory
will long linger in the life of aviation. I shall never forget
the day she came before the Committee on Interstate Com-
merce and discussed, with an unusual display of knowledge,
her idea as to a law that would protect the transportation
of persons and property in the air and would bring about
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regulation of that great method of transportation. I shall
never forget Amelia Earhart, whom some thought to be merely
a “stunt” flyer; but when she came before the Committee on
Interstate Commerce she disclosed by her testimony that she
was conversant with the very minutest details of the science
of aviation. She went away leaving the committee with a
fund of information derived from her experience as a flyer
throughout the world.

We had before us the great Eddie Rickenbacker, whose ex-
perience in war and in peacetime gave him authority to
speak by way of information to the committee.

Those were but a few of the many who came before the com-
mittees engaged in drafting the Civil Aeronautics Authority
bill. As a result of the study of 5 years there was brought
to the Senate of the United States and finally to the House
of Representatives, through Representative Lea, the chairman
of the Committee on Interstate Commerce, a bill which to my
mind will stand out for all time as one worthy of a great
cause, worthy of a great science, worthy of a great venture
of a great nation to take the lead in the science of aviation
and aeronauties.

Mr. President, for something like 14 months, if I recall
correctly, after the bill became operative and after the entire
matter had been turned over to the Authority created by the
bill, the industry, the method of transportation, the science
went forward with unusual strides. During those 14 months
not a single fatality occurred. It was an unusual record be-
cause if we go back even to the oxcart days, we fail to find such
a record extending over such a period. Four hundred million
plane miles, using round figures, had been flown by com-
mercial airplanes; there had been flown something like 160,-
000,000 plane miles by planes going through the air from
coast to coast, from one end of the continent to the other,
from this continent to continents abroad, and, by applica-
tion of the Civil Aeronautics Act, by virtue of the power of
the Safety Board which was created by the Civil Aeronautics
Act, by virtue of the power of that Board having independ-
ence to carry out its mandates and to carry out its investiga-
tions, there resulted not a single fatality.

Mr. President, for some reason or other, which no one has
explained to the Congress during all the period when time
was available to make the explanation, Reorganization Plan
No. III came to the Congress, which transformed the Civil
Aeronautics Authority internally.

A rather peculiar turn of events grew out of Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. III. There was a change of power from one man
to another, and all of a sudden we found that there was
something wrong with Reorganization Plan No. ITI. I made
no effort to interfere with Reorganization Plan No. ITI, be-
cause I thought it provided an internal change which would
do no harm, that while it might give one man more power
than he had, against another who wanted power, it would
eventually result in good, because the Safety Board was pro-
tected and preserved and continued by Reorganization Plan
No. III.

But Reorganization Plan No. III did not suit someone. It
had given too much power to someone else; there was a
change internally. So, before Congress had had a chance
even to look at Reorganization Plan No. ITI, lo and behold, in
came Reorganization Plan No. IV, which emasculated an act
of Congress which it had taken Congress 5 long years of
study to bring about, after the most careful and diligent and
persevering attention on the floor of the Senate and on the
floor of the House. I say it emasculated the legislation,
and I repeat it, because Reorganization Plan No. IV destroyed
the Safety Board. Reorganization Plan No. IV put the Safety
Board out of business as it was in the first instance. It
made it a subservient creature, without independence of
authority to act.

Mr. President, it never seemed to me to be the proper
thing, nor does it ever seem to me to have any force, to
make the empty statement which sometimes is used, “I
told you so,” and I shall not use it now save and except the
record comes up and faces me at every turn, I am sorry to
5ay.
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I could see, when we were considering Reorganization Plan
No. IV, as I see now, that that which was a magnificently
working organization, an organization bringing about great
results for this country, was going into a conglomerate, where
there would be neither head nor tail, where there would be
no coordination, where there would be no systematization,
where there would be nothing which had been worked out by
those who had given their life to the study of aviation and
whose efforts would be dissipated, emasculated, set aside
by an Executive plan in connection with which no study had
been given to the subject whatever. That was disclosed by
the Recorp before the Senate.

Mr. President, we are now confronted with something
which tears at the heartstrings, which destroys our confidence
in ourselves, which makes us wonder whether we, as repre-
sentatives of sovereign States, should longer sit here, if after
years of study, after careful and diligent application to a
subject, an executive order can set aside all that we did and
bring about a disaster, a disaster which touches home this
morning, because there is an empty seat in the Senate. It
might have touched home any time.

Mr. President, I lay no blame anywhere; I only say the
record stands out that there was no fatal accident before the
change was made, but that since the change was made, and
the Civil Aeronautics Authority was transferred to the De-
partment of Commerce, there have been chaos and confusion
in the Civil Aeronautics Authority. There has been resig-
nation after resignation by some of the most cutstanding men
who knew their business, and were willing to resign their posts,
which paid as high as $12,000 and $15.000 a year, rather than
allow themselves to go further in a condition which they could
see was leading to disaster, leading inevitably to that which
confronts us this morning.

Mr. President, I have had read to the Senate and laid on
the table a resolution. I am advised by the chairman of
the Civil Aeronautics Board that Friday morning an investi-
gation will go forward. I am making no statement now as
to that investigation. I only hope and pray that it will be on
a big, broad, fearless plane. I only hope it will develop the
facts, so that the Senate of the United States, if we act upon
the resolution which I have offered this morning and which
lies on the table, will have before it, preliminarily, at least,
the facts developed by the Civil Aeronautics Board itself.
Then we may have an authentic basis with which to go
forward. >

Mr. President, I wish to say now that if God spares me to
return to the Senate next year and the year following, I
shall be here advocating the return and working to put the
Civil Aeronautics Authority back where it was when life and
property in the air were safe, and when disaster was not
confronting every passenger who took flight over the country.
I hope to see the day when the Senate will come back again
to what it did in 1938, and reenact the Civil Aeronautics
Authority law, and take that Authority out of any political
agency whatever, so that it may stand alone, stand on its
great record, and go forward, so that America may lead the
world in aviation, as we hope it will lead the world in civili-
zation in the days to come.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Louisi-
ana has the floor, Does he yield to the Senator from North
Carclina?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. BAILEY. I wish to make a brief statement in re-
sponse to the remarks of my eloguent and very distinguished
friend, the junior Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarran].

The Civil Aeronautics Authority is now investigating the
lamentable accident with which we are all familiar, and
the Chairman of the Authority, Mr. Branch, has sent an
invitation to the Senate as a whole, and to us singly, to
attend the hearings and the investigation. I take it the
investigation will be made in due order.

Moreover, we have in the Committee on Commerce of the
Senate a subcommittee on safety in the air, constituted
several years ago. The senior Senator from Missouri [Mr.
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Crark] is chairman of that subcommittee, and he has in-
formed me that he intends to attend the investigation and
the hearing to which I have referred.

Let me say a word further with respect to the suggestion
made, I think under the impulse of emotion. As one who
supported Reorganization Plan No. III and Reorganization
Plan No. IV, I am not inclined to enter a plea of guilty. Nor
am I inclined to ask for mercy at this time.

I hope, at any rate, that we may be delivered from convic-
tion by any citizen of felonious intent.

So far, Mr. President, nothing has appeared which sug-
gests in the remotest degree any casual relation between
Executive Order No. ITI and Executive Order No. IV and the
lamentable tragedy of last Saturday. I do not think we would
do well to argue any matters so serious on the basis of post
hoc ergo propter hoc. The orders were made and the Senate
approved the orders. There have been no accidents, very
fortunately, for a period, I think, of 16 months. Now one
has occurred.

Let me say to the Senate, that no matter how much legis-
lation we may pass concerning railroads, air transportation,
water transportation, or truck or motor transportation, in a
world of this character, far from the millennium—and some-
times I think it appears to be going in the other direction—
there will be accidents and there will be tragedies. How-
ever, we cannot impute them to an order of the President of
the United States or to the action of the Congress.

I differ with my very honorable and most respected friend,
but if it shall appear necessary, from the investigation, either
to the Committee on Safety in the Air of the Senate, or to the
Civil Aeronautics Board, or, I may -say, to the President of
the United States, I feel well assured that proper recommenda-
tions and reports will be made to the Senate.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. BARKELEY. I do not care to enter into any discussion
as to the wisdom of the action taken by the President and by
the Congress in regard to the consclidation under order No.
III and order No. IV, to which allusion has been made. Of
course, those of us who supported those orders realized at the
time, and so stated, that in all probability no human fore-
sight or efficiency, great as they might be, could guarantee
that no accident would occur in the future involving the lives
of men and women in transportation by air.

It has been a matter of congratulation and rejoicing on the
part of all of us that for more than 17 months there have
been, until last Saturday, no fatalities as the result of air
transportation. It is also a matter in which the Pennsyl-
vania-Central Airlines Corporation took pardonable pride,
that during its entire history it has had no fatal accidents on
its air lines., I think a very considerable part of the credit
for safety of travel in the air in the United States is due to
the air lines themselves, who are, of course, interested pri-
marily in the preservation of the reputation of their lines as
well as the preservation of the lives of their passengers. But
no one could forecast that no accident would happen under
any circumstances.

We all mourn, not only for our esteemed, respected col-
league who lost his life, but with the families of all those
who lost their lives last Saturday in this deplorable catas-
trophe.

With respect to the resolution offered by the Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarran]1, I thoroughly appreciate the emotion
which he feels with regard to the situation, but I do not
think the accident to which reference has been made should
be used as an incident either for vindication of some position
taken here by us, or for condemnation of some position taken
here by us in regard to the consolidation under orders III
and IV. As a matter of fact, with very rare exceptions, the
personnel now in charge of the Civil Aeronautics Board in
the Department of Commerce is composed of the same per-
sons who were in charge of the organization when it was an
independent agency.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield to me on that point?

Mr., BARKLEY. Yes.
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I do not wish to prolong the
discussion, and I am in sympathy with the position taken
by the Senator with respect to the resolution which has been
offered, but when the Senator makes a statement as to the
personnel, I think it is fair to call his attention to the fact
that the gist of the objection to Reorganization Plan No. IV
was that it abolished the Air Safety Board and put the in-
vestigation of accidents, such as the one which oceurred on
Saturday last, or one which may cccur tomorrow, in the hands
of the departmental agency interested in absolving the De-
partment itself from any blame, rather than in the hands
of an entirely independent agency, which the Air Safety
Board was when it was in existence.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, the Senator from Missouri,
when he interrupted me, did not permit me to conclude the
statement I was making.

- Mr. CLARK of Missouri.
Senator.

Mr. BARKLEY. I realize, as we all do, that the Air Safety
Board, as it existed in the independent agency, was abolished
under the President’s order, but the investigatory agency of
the Civil Aeronautics Board, under the Department of Com-
merce, except for a slight turnover in its personnel, is prac-
tically the same as it was before. There has naturally been
some turn-over because of the desire and the effort on the
part of the Board to improve its corps of inspectors and
investigators and experts. The Board itself is practically the
same, except that Mr. Hinckley, who was chairman of the
old organization, is now Under Secretary of Commerce. Mr.
Harllee Branch, who was at that time a member of the old
organization, is now vice chairman of the Civil Aeronautics
Board in the Department of Commerce. So the statement
I made was, in the main, correct.

1 was leading up to the point, however, that not only has the
Pennsylvania-Central Airlines Corporation—which it was its
duty and, of course, its desire to do—placed all its investiga-
tory force in charge of investigating the cause of this acci-
dent, but the Civil Aeronautics Board, and its Air Safety Divi-
sion, which it has created within the Board, have assembled at
the seat of the accident their best men, experts, aviators, and
investigators. They have examined minutely every particle of
evidence. They have examined not only those who witnessed
the accident, but the material, the debris, and all that is left
of the airship and everything connected with it, in order to
ascertain, if possible, the cause of this great disaster.

Tomorrow, at 10 o’clock, I believe, the investigation, which
is to be public, is to begin in the Department of Commerce, in
the auditorium on Constitution Avenue and, as has already
been stated, Members of the Senate have been invited to be
present. The members of the committee which was created at
the time of the previous accident, which resulted in the death
of Senator Cutting, and which is still in existence, I believe,
particularly have been invited to appear and be present at this
investigation.

I am satisfied that every particle of evidence that is avail-
able will be submitted to the board in its investigation. Any
senatorial investigation set up under the resolution would of
necessity require the attendance of the same witnesses who
will appear at the investigation which is to begin tomorrow.

If in that investigation it should be determined or believed,
or even reasonably suspected, that the Board in charge of it,
whose duty it is to make the investigation under the law, has
neglected its duty, or has sought to cover up any evidence, or
to avert any blame that may be attached to anyone in official
position, I would then be in favor of any investigation on the
part of the Senate that might reveal such dereliction of duty;
but in view of the situation it seems to me that the Board,
whose first duty is to make the investigation, and make the
report, ought to be given an opportunity to exhaust all sources
of information before the Senate attempts to take over the
investigation under the resolution offered by the Senator from
Nevada.

As a matter of fact, I think the resolution should be referred
to the Committee on Commerce. I shall not move that that
be done; I have no objection to the resolution lying on the
table for the time being; but I feel that we ought not to arrive

I did not mean to interrupt the
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at hasty conclusions as to the guilt of anyone or the responsi-
bility of anyone. The accident may have been the result of an
act of God, which could not have been avoided by any human
foresight. If that should turn out to be true, it would be most
unfair prematurely and hastily to charge any Government
agency, or even the company itself, with negligence or derelic-
tion of duty as a cause for the deplorable and tragic accident
which occurred last Saturday.

For 25 years the New York Central Railroad boasted that
it never had an accident which resulted in the death of a
human being. Last year it had one. It might be just as fair
to accuse the Interstate Commerce Commission, or the vari-
ous commissions in the States through which that railroad
passes, of neglecting some duty, although I grant that their
duty in investigating physical properties and. equipment may
not be as acute as the duty of the Board to investigate air
accidents and to provide as far as possible against their
recurrence.

I hope the Senate will allow the Board to make its investi-
gation without interference or duplication, and then await
the result of that investigation for any action it may take in
the premises.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. AUSTIN. I think we ought not to do anything hasty.
Personally, I should not jump to the conclusion that there is
a causal relationship between the tragic accident and the
abolition of the Air Safety Board. However, I think the
presentation of this resolution and the discussion which has
already taken place make it important for the Senate fo act
in the matter.

It is clear from what has been said that many persons draw
an inference which is unjustified. They argue from the co-
incidence alone that because for 13 months and more, during
the operation of the Air Safety Board, there was no fatal
accident on any of the regular air-transportation lines, and
that now, within 2 months after the abolition of the board,
this dreadful accident occurs, therefore the abolition of the
Air Safety Board is a cause of the accident. Pilots who are
constantly engaged in flying the big transports have drawn
that conclusion. So it is important for us to do something
at once, as a deliberative body which is responsible, in a way,
for the aholition of the Air Safety Board, to ascertain the
truth if it can be ascertained, so as to put an end to false
impressions and erroneous inferences, instead of allowing
them to continue, and instead of allowing an investigation
only by a body whose prime interest is to make certain that
there is no causal relationship, while the public believes that
there is such relationship.

Mr. President, I make no charge at all as to such causal
relationship. I say that the public is quite likely to have that
impression unless we courageously face the situation and
make the investigation called for by the resolution. There-
fore, I am in favor of the resolution.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. LODGE. I endorse the sentiments expressed by the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. AvusTin]l. I wish to haye the
Recorp show that I am in hearty support of any investigation
of this terrible accident, and that I shall be glad to associate
myself with those who are trying to ascertain the truth about
the matter.

PRESIDENTIAL TERMS

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield, provided I do not lose the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will not lose
the floor.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I should not make this
statement, except for the fact that I am a candidate for
renomination at the primary election on the 10th of this
month. I do not believe in the policy of public servants
making explanations. If one’s own actions do not explain,
it is useless to attempt an explanation in words. In fact,
public men who make explanations often find on the next day
that it is necessary for them to explain their explanations.
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However, I have received letters from various parts of the
United States, and some from my own State, carrying a flail
of criticism upon me for my alleged infidelity and treacherous
conduct toward the Roosevelt administration, in that I have
permitted a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on the
Judiciary, of which main committee I am the chairman, to
hold hearings with respect to the third term or with respect
to the idea of a constitutional amendment regulating the
terms of the Presidency.

Mr. President, I say again that this is not an explanation,
further than to say that it is due to myself, to the Senate,
and to the country that I recite the history of the joint
resclution.

The joint resolution proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States relating to the terms of the
Presidency was introduced by the Senator from Nebraska
{Mr. Burxe] on January 4, 1939, being Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 15. On June 12 I, as the chairman of the Senate Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, appointed the following subcommittee to
consider the joint resolution: The Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Burkel, chairman of the subcommittee—and I have
always named the sponsor of a bill as the chairman of a
subcommittee—the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuysl;
the Senator from Texas [Mr. ConnaLry]l; the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. AustIin]; and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLEY], to conduct the hearings and make such report
as they saw fit to make. On July 3, 1939, the Senator from
Nebraska was authorized to report the resolution to the
Senate without recommendation.

The torrent of criticism which is coming upon me for my
alleged failure to support the administration in this behalf
arises from the circumstance that those who write me are of
the opinion that I could have prevented, bottled up, secreted,
and kept back any exploration of this subject.

Mr. President, I am not disposed to say that the Senate
Committee on the Judiciary is a committee of greater dignity
or ability than any other committee; but I do say—and I ask
the members of the committee to bear me out—that, so far as
I am concerned, in my nearly 8 years of chairmanship, it is
one committee in which not one word of politics has ever
been uttered. Not one syllable that could be construed as
political, or as trying to advance or destroy the political am-
bitions of any person, has been uttered in that committee.
If so, I ask members of the committee to rise and say when
and where it was.

The Senator from Nebraska, as chairman of the subcom-
mittee, saw fit to commence hearings on the joint resolution.
The hearings do not embarrass me. I do not believe they
embarrass any real friend of the administration. If they do
embarrass anyone, I do not intend to be put in the position
of being a fugitive from information.

President Franklin Delano Roosevelt has many virtues,
and, being human, I assume he has some failings. I do not
care to be introduced to, or to meet, or to have as a friend
a man who has no faults, no foibles, and no failings. I
could not breathe the rarefied atmosphere necessary to a
person who has no faults. He would not be human. I
should not want to be friend to a man who had no failings
and no faults. I could not march with him in comradeship.

I have never heard any person accuse President Franklin
D. Roosevelt of a lack of courage. In fact, among the public
men in the history of this Republic he stands in bold relief
as a man of superb physical and moral courage; and those
who say that the resumption of hearings before the Senate
subcommittee at this particular time is disloyal to Roose-
velt do not know President Roosevelt. Surely President
Roosevelt will not be afraid of or seek to avoid the discussion
of an issue which he himself has raised. y

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator from Louisiana has the
floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. I ask the Senator this question because
the matter has been mentioned in discussion in regard to
the present activities of the subcommittee. The question of
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a third term will be passed upon by the people of the United
States next November, and I doubt very much whether the
investigation of the subcommittee will have any bearing on
ihe result.

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the Senator for that statement.

Mr. BARKLEY. Purely as a matter of information as to
the situation within the committee itself, it is my under-
standing—and I have gotten it from members of the com-
mittee—that the subcommittee was appointed to consider
the resclution——

Mr. ASHURST. It was appointed on June 12, 1939.

Mr. BARKLEY. That it reported back to the full com-
mittee.

Mr. ASHURST. That is correct. The subcommittee re-
ported on July 3, 1939.

Mr. BARKLEY. And thereby presumably completed and
discharged its duties as a subcommittee, leaving the matter
still before the full committee.

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is correct in that conclusion.

Mr. BARKLEY. That report to the full committee was
without recommendation, and the full committee, as I under-
stand, has never taken action upon that report.

Mr. ASHURST. That is correct.

Mr. BARKLEY, So the question arises in my mind—and I
think it is a legitimate question—whether there is a sub-
committee in fact or whether it discharged its duties when it
made its report to the full committee, unless it had been
specifically authorized and instructed to proceed further, or
unless the report had been referred back to the subcommittee
for investigation and hearing. Very naturally, in view of the
fact that the issue is before the American people, the ques-
tion would be raised as to whether under the circumstances
the hearings ought to proceed—not that I object or anyone
else objects so far as I know—and there was an inquiry in
the minds of a good many people whether the investigation
had any connection with the campaign.

Mr. ASHURST. That was a very natural inquiry.

Mr. BARKLEY. It was a very natural inquiry. So I wanted
to ask if what I have stated as fo the situation within the
committee is correct.

Mr., ASHURST. The Senator from Kentucky is correct.

Mr. President, if the Senator from Louisiana will indulge
me another word, let me state that what I have said is not
even impliedly a criticism of the subcommittee or its chair-
man. A great deal of latitude is allowed subcommittees, and
I do not believe that the chairman of a main committee
should go about spying upon or running around to see what
a subcommittee is doing or punching or prodding it. The
chairman of the main committee appoints the subcommittee,
and it is their function and their duty to act as they see fit.
It is purely a question of ethics. If the able Senator from
Nebraska saw fit to take the action which has been taken, I
have no word of criticism. If he is at rest with his conscience
in the matter—and he is a man of good conscience—if he
feels that he is doing the proper thing, I am not a censor; I
am not here to criticize any other Senator for what he does
or fails to do. The Senator from Kentucky has correctly
stated the record.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, if the Senator from Louisi-
ana will yield for a further observation, let me say that, of
course, the Senator from Nebraska, who is on his feet, knows
the respect in which I hold him and all the other members
of the subcommittee; but I think it would have been better if
the subcommittee had embarked upon the hearings it now
proposes to hold before it had made its report to the full
committee, so it might have had the benefit of any informa-
tion that might be elucidated at the hearings and might have
made a report one way or the other on the resolution rather
than to make a noncommittal report, as it was.

Mr. ASHURST. If I may say a word further, I made the
statement I have made because, obviously, it is not conceivably
within my power to reply to the hundreds of letters that come
to me asking for an explanation. So I made the statement in
order that the country and the Senate at least may know the
record. I cannot reply to all those who ask me about it.
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Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Lcui-
siana yield to me?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Louisiana yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, I am very much interested in
the statement made by the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and I regret that I cannot command language which
would express fully the respect and admiration of the mem-
bers of that committee for their distinguished chairman. I
have never served on any committee of this body or anywhere
else where I have found such universal respect on the part of
the membership for the chairman. His attitude in reference
to this particular resolution is merely typical of his attitude
in regard to all matters which come before the committee.

My conscience is entirely clear in this matter—ecrystal clear.
If there was any possibility of causing a question to arise in
my mind, it would be that some correspondents have written
to the chairman and have appeared to blame him. PBut since
he has explained the matter so fully, I am sure that even those
correspondents will be satisfied, and I can continue with my
perfectly clear conscience.

Let me say, not in contradiction of anything that has been
said but in further explanation, that I think, in the first place,
it is not correct to draw the conclusion, as the majority leader
would appear to imply, when on July 3, 1939, the subcom-
mittee reported to the full committee, that thereupon the sub-
committee ceased to exist. The subcommittee had not held
hearings on the matter. This is a subject, as we all know,
that has been under discussion since the days of the Consti-
tutional Convention. It has been before this body and the
other House of Congress often, and many Presidents have
expressed themselves in the matter, but in July 1939 when the
subcommittee reported it was an academic matter. The sub-
committee, the full committee, the Congress, the country had
the right to believe then that it was going to remain an aca-
demic question. I think, if the majority leader listened to a
certain speech of acceptance which was made to a convention
over which he was presiding he will recall that President
Roosevelt, according to his own statement, had no thought,
desire, or intention in July 1939 to be a candidate for a third
term. He did not make up his mind to yield to the “draft”
until long after that—after the start of the European war.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President——

Mr. BURKE. If the Senator will let me finish the sentence,
I will yield. At the time when the subcommittee reported, as
I say, this was merely an academic proposition. I will develop
that thought thoroughly later, but will yield now to the
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. I wanted to inquire of the Senator, sup-
posing it was at that time an academic matter, if it be true,
that the hearings which are now to proceed are to be held
because it is no longer an academic matter but a concrete
practical matter, and that there is relationship between the
practicality and the concreteness of the present situation
and the hearings which the Senator proposes to hold.

Mr. BURKE. I will absolve all the other members of the
subcommittee from any thought or intention that it is still
other than an academic question of very great interest, but,
for myself, as chairman of the committee, I say very frankly
and openly that my interest in the matter now is 99.9 percent
caused by the fact that it has ceased to be an academic mat-
ter, though there may still be a modicum of the academic
theory. But, anyway, this having been an academic mat-
ter, and having been discussed at great length through all
the years, the committee met, talked about it, and finally de-
cided to submit the question to the full committee, which was
done on the 3d of July. There was opposition in the com-
mittee on many grounds. Some favored a limitation of two
terms and were not in favor of a single 6-year term, some
favored leaving the matter to be handled by tradition, and
some took the position that this was a matter that always
should be left to the people to decide and they would decide
it properly. We discussed the matter in the full committee.
A considerable number of members of the committee were
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not present; the time was the day before the Fourth of July
and we did not. have a large attendance; but my recollection
is that the matter was not submitted to a vote in the full
committee, although I may be in error as to that. In any
event, however, I know the suggestion was made, and the
decision was reached that, if the subcommittee desired to re-
port the resolution and have it put on the calendar so that
it could be discussed in the Senate, they were authorized—
not directed, but authorized—to report it, without any recom-
mendation. The subcommittee did not see fit to report the
resolution under those circumstances. Without a report from
the committee we would have little chance of even getting a
favorable hearing in the Senate, and in the closing days
of the session, in midsummer, we are quite sure nothing
would be accomplished in the Senate. So the matter was
merely held in abeyance, but I never heard anyone suggest
that the subcommittee automatically went out of existence at

that time.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield
there? -

Mr. BURKE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator knows, as we all know, that,
whether technically correct or not, when a subcommittee
makes a report to the full committee on legislation that has
been referred to it, it no longer is in the hands of the sub-
committee but is in the hands of the full committee. I do not
care to take a technical view of the situation, but I should like
to ask the Senator whether after the subcommittee made its
report to the full committee the full committee took any posi-
tive action by re-referring this matter to the subcommittee
or authorizing them to hold hearings or whether the sub-
committee considered that it still existed and had the author-
ity to do what it is now doing,

Mr. BURKE. There was no action on the matter by the
full committee after the 3d of July 1939, so far as I know; but
I will give the complete answer, if I may, first to the Senator’s
contention in reference to the committee, which, as he says,
is technical, and he does not press it.

There was later introduced by another Senator a joint reso-
lution dealing with the tenure of office of President of the
United States—a joint resolution for a constitutional amend-
ment. Some weeks or months ago that joint resolution, which
was referred to the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, was
by the chairman of the committee referred to this identical
subcommittee of which I am the chairman and the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. Van Nuys], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ConnaLLy], the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AusTIN], and the
Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE] are members. The joint
resolution was referred to the subcommittee, and, of course,
constitutes full authority for the subcommittee to hold hear-
ings on the matter; so that we have before the subcommittee
two joint resolutions, about one of which there could be no
argument. Even if it should be held that the joint resolution
for the single 6-year term is out of the hands of the subcom-
mittee, the subcommittee is still perfectly within its rights
and powers in proceeding to hold hearings or do anything else
it wishes to do on the other joint resolution dealing with the
question of tenure of office of the President of the United
States.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BUREKE. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. As I understand the Senator’s statement,
the subcommittee reported to the full committee on the joint
resolution first submitted to it. There was no action, but
there was discussion in the full committee after the subcom-
mittee reported to it. I think the Senator will agree that,
that being true, the subcommittee, so far as that particular
joint resolution is concerned, was, under the practice of com-
mittees, discharged.

Mr. BURKE. No; I do not agree to that statement at all.

Mr. BYRNES. Before which committee was the joint reso-
Iution pending—the full committee or the subcommittee?

Mr. BURKE. It is still pending before the subcommittee.
There are all kinds of reports. There are interim reports and
final reports.
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Mr. BYRNES. Was this an interim report, a partial report,
or a final report?

Mr. BURKE. I should construe it as an interim report.
We reported the result of our thoughts up to that time, and
the committee did not say, “We now discharge you and we
take charge of this matter.” Instead of doing that, the com-
mittee said, “You go ahead with the matter, report it out to
the Senate, and get it on the calendar,” leaving it entirely in
the hands of the subcommittee,

Mr. BYRNES. After the subcommittee reported?

Mr. BUREKE. On July 3, 1939.

Mr, BYRNES. After this discussion?

Mr. BURKE. Yes.

Mr. BEYRNES. The Senator will agree that the subcom-
mittee could not report the joint resolution. The full com-
mittee had to report it. Will not the Senator agree that, as
a matter of practice, the full committee acts on such matters?

Mr. BURKE. No, indeed; that is not the way the Senate
Judiciary Committee acts.

Mr. BYRNES. The full committee could authorize the
subcommittee to report a resolution, and the Senator’s state-
ment is that the full committee did authorize the Senator’s
subcommittee to report it to ihe Senate?

Mr. BUREKE. Yes.

Mr, BYRNES. Did the subcommittee report it to the
Senate?

Mr. BURKE. It has not yet been reported to the Senate.
No time limit was fixed within which the subcommittee could
make the report, and no limitation was placed on what the
subcommittee should do.

Mr, BYRNES. I wanted to ask the Senator simply in a
chronological way to develop the facts. The full committee
authorized the subcommittee on July 3, 1939, to report the
joint resolution, and the subcommittee has not reported it to
this date?

Mr, BURKE. That is correct.

Mr. BYRNES. And the subcommittee never began hearings -
on it until this week?

Mr. BURKE. Yesterday, to be exact.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator let me
ask him a question at that point? The Senator said the re-
port was an interim report. How could it be an interim
report if the full committee authorized the subcommittee to
go ahead at once and report the joint resolution to the Senate?
How could it be an interim report unless the subcommittee
asked the full committee to permit it to have further time
either for further consideration, or for hearings, or for some
other reason?

My understanding is—I know it is the practice in all com-
mittees—that when a subcommittee reports a bill, either
favorably or unfavorably or without recommendation, it has
dumped it back on the doorstep of the full committee. When
the full committee authorizes a bill to be reported by the
subcommittee that handled it and has charge of it, that does
not sound to me like an interim report. It sounds more like
a final report than an interim report.

Mr. BURKE. I am perfectly willing that our distinguished
majority leader shall place any interpretation he wishes to
place on the report, or that the Senator from South Carclina
shall argue the technical question; but, in any event, give the
subcommittee credit for being farsighted enough to see that
such questions might be raised. Therefore, before calling
any hearings or proceeding, the subcommittee found that it
had duly referred to it another joint resolution for a consti-
tutional amendment dealing with the question of tenure of
office of the President; and the committee in its hearings is
not confining itself to the proposition for a single 6-year
term, but is exploring the whole matter of possible legislation
or constfifutional amendments in relation to the tenure of
office of the President of the United States.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator be kind
enough to yield for one other question?

Mr. BURKE. I shall be delighted to do so.

Mr. BYRNES. I simply want to know when the second
joint resolution was referred to the subcommittee.



11532 CONGRESSIONAL

Mr. BURKE. I have not the exact date in mind, but I
should say certainly 1 month, possibly 2 months, ago; long
before any hearings were called on this matter.

Mr. BYRNES. Whose joint resolution was that?

Mr. BURKE. The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripges], I think if the Senator has the calendar before him
he will probably find the exact date when it was referred.

Mr. BYRNES. And it was several months ago, as the Sen-
ator recollects?

Mr. BURKE. It was at least before the hearings were
called or set.

Mr. BYRNES. I was merely anxious to know how long it
was before the hearings were called.

Mr. BURKE. I cannot answer that question, as I did not
consider it a matter of any great importance, although we
were glad to have the additional resolution before us.

I desire now to go just a little further with the matter,
if I may, for a moment.

On January 6, 1937, I introduced in the Senate, Senate
Joint Resolution No. 2, dealing with the question of term
of office and manner of election of President. So far as the
term of office was concerned, that joint resolution is identical
with the one which I introduced 2 years later, in 1939. In
the case of the joint resolution introduced on January 6,
1937, providing for a constitutional amendment for a single
6-year term for President, the chairman of the committee
promptly appointed a subcommittee to consider the matter,
and the subcommittee met but never held any formal
hearings.

If the majority leader will listen, I will say to him, going
back now to 1937 to trace the genesis of this whole matter,
that on January 6, 1937, I introduced a joint resolution for a
constitutional amendment for a single 6-year term for Presi-
dent, which was referred by the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee to a subcommittee of which I was chairman. As
will probably be recalled, the Judiciary Committee and, in
fact, the entire Senate very shortly became greatly inter-
ested in another question put before the Senate on the 5th
of Pebruary 1937, within 30 days after I had introduced the
joint resolution, calling for a reorganization of the entire
judicial department of the Government; and from the 5th
of February 1937, all through the remainder of that session,
the members of the Judiciary Committee gave very little
attention to any other matter. So it was not only the aca-
demic character of the question of a limitation upon the
tenure of office of President at that time but the fact that
the present occupant of the White House had given the
Judiciary Committee a task which kept it very busy that
prevented consideration of the joint resolution during that
session, and it was never pressed any further; but at the
opening of the Seventy-sixth Congress, on January 4, 1937,
I introduced the present joint resolution.

When the distinguished chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee had the floor, and also when the majority leader,
the distinguished Senator from Kentucky, was expressing
his views, I was very much interested in the statements
which were made as to the propriety of the course now being
followed by the subcommittee. I shall have to absolve the
Senator from Arizona entirely from this; but a general
thought was put out by some others raising some question
as to the propriety or the ethics of exploring now, through
any senatorial committee, the question of proper tenure of
office for President of the United States.

I wonder if there may be in the minds of any Senators here
a feeling that that is a question which they wish had never
been before the Senate on any occasion in the past at all.

It will be recalled that on February 10, 1928, there was
submitted in the Senate a resolution reading as follows:

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that the precedent
established by Washington and other Presidents of the United
States in retiring from the Presidential office after their second term
has become, by universal concurrence, a part of our republican
system of government, and that any departure from this time-
honored custom would be unwise. unpatriotic, and fraught with
peril to our free institutions.
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If in 1928 there were present in this body Senators who
thought that to vary from the custom of limiting Presidents
to two terms was fraught with peril to our free institutions,
then certainly in this day, when the Congress and the entire
country are primarily concerned with every effort to preserve
our free institutions, anyone ought to hesitate, it seems to
me, to rise in this body or elsewhere and question in any way
the patriotic duty that rests upon everyone to explore this
question, and to see whether this body in 1928 was entirely
in error when it said that any departure from this time-
honored custom would be both unwise, unpatriotic, and
fraught with peril to our free institutions.

When I look at the names of the Senators who voted in
favor of that resolution in 1928, who then declared their firm
conviction that for this country to do what is now attempted
to be done was fraught with peril to our free institutions, I
am astounded to find voting in favor of the resolution the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BargrEy]l, the Senator from
Arizona [Mr, AsHUrsT], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.

"Norrisl, the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE], the
author of the resolution, together with some 14 Democratic
Senators who are still Members of this body.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. BURKE. I will yield in a moment. I am prepared
on the floor of the Senate, or in the committee room, or on the
radio, on the public platform, or anywhere else where I can
get a single person to listen to me, to urge upon the country
the truth and the verity of the resolution that was adopted
by the Senate in 1928, with the active support of the Senator
from Kentucky and the Senator from Arizona, and I pro-
pose to the full limit of my power to carry that message to
every person in this country I can reach between now and
the 5th of November.

Mr, BARKLEY and Mr. ASHURST addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SCHWELLENBACH in the
chair). Does the Senator from Nebraska yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr. BURKE. I yield to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. I have never denied the vote which I
cast in 1928, which the Senator has recounted here, but I
know the Senator is familiar with the old adage that “A wise
man may change his views; but a fool never does.”

I do not intend to get into a debate on the third-term
issue at this time, but even though I were right, as I thought
I was, at the time I cast that vote, under conditions which
then existed, the Senator realizes, as we all realize, that when
we are faced with concrete propositions, and definite condi-
tions which are not abstract, we certainly have the right,
and it is not only our right but our duty, to take a position
which to us at the time seems to be the wise position in view
of the conditions which exist.

Mr. BURKE. I agree with that fully, and because I do
agree so fully with the contention that subsequent events
may cause an honest and intelligent man who has taken a
certain position to decide either that he was wrong at the
time he took it, or that subsequent events and changed cir-
cumstances lead to a different conclusion, because I am so
firmly convinced of that, I here and now, and in this public
manner, as chairman of the subcommittee holding the hear-
ings, extend a very cordial invitation to the Senator from
Kentucky, our distinguished leader, to appear before the
subcommittee on any day within the next week that meets
with his convenience, and tell us the reasons, if he will,
which induced him to vote in 1928 for a resolution declaring
that to permit a President to serve more than one term would
be “fraught with peril to our free institutions,” and to tell
us fully and frankly why he has changed his mind, and takes
a different position now. I extend the invitation also to the
very distinguished chairman of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and I yield to him.

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is so kind as to yield to
me, and to extend a challenge.

. Mr. BURKE. No; not a challenge—an invitation to appear
before the subcommittee.
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Mr. ASHURST. The invitatign I accept, and I will now
tmake the reply and the statement I will make if I appear
"before the committee. I hope the Senator will relieve me
+of the necessity of appearing, because I would repeat in haec
‘verbae what I am now saying.

I am an advocate of the right of public men to change
‘their minds. It is well known to the country that I have
‘said so many times, and I think I stand forth as the shining
apostle of the right of men, when they find they are wrong,
to pursue the course they believe to be right.

In this particular instance I have not changed my mind,
but I am confronted with such a situation that I must vote
for a third termer or a third rater, and I prefer to vote for
.a third termer rather than a third rater.

Mr. BURKE. Of course, Mr. President, that may be called
an answer, but I would think it hardly worthy of the chair-
‘man of the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President——

Mr. BURKE. Let me say a further word, and then I will
yield. The resolution to which I have referred, adopted in
all seriousness, did not say that when there was a candidate
for a third term or a fourth or a fifth term in this country,
Senators and others could examine the qualifications of the
two candidates. No; the resolution for which the Senator
from Kentucky and the Senator from Arizona voted stated
“that any departure from this time-honored custom would
be unwise, unpatriotic, and fraught with peril to our free
institutions.” I am sure it will take a more conclusive answer
than the Senator has just given to satisfy those who love and
'admire him that he is living up to the high standards which
he has set.

I yield to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, I wish merely to thank
the Senator from Nebraska for the invitation he has extended
to me to express my opinion, and expressing an opinion is
all anyone can do. So far as I know, there are not any facts
which can be produced before the committee which would
shed any light on the subject except to read Jefferson’s letter
and Washington’s letter. Washington did not want even
a second term, and the people had to force him to take a
second term. When it came to the third term, for the reasons
he then explained, he not only did not want it but would
not accept it.

I may or may not accept the Senator’s invitation, depend-
ing upon my own inclination and my convenience. But
what I would say before the committee would be merely the
expression of an opinion. I can express my opinion, as the
Senator from Arizona has expressed his. In my judgment,
all the Senator’s committee will get will be the opinions of
those who are opposed to a third term, some of them being
opposed to a third term of the present incumbent because it
happens to be the present incumbent; others who may be
opposed to it on principle regarding anyone; and others who
not only favor a third term for the present incumbent, but
for anyone whom the American people might desire to elect
to a third term. So that I doubt very seriously whether the
Senator’s committee will get anything except the opinions
of those who are for and those against, without adducing
any evidence, historical or otherwise, to show that any man
serving a third term in the Presidency, or any other office,
would not serve in the interest of the American people.
Therefore what I could say before the committee would be
merely the expression of my opinion—that is, that regard-
less of Washington’s refusal to take a third term, and regard-
less of what Jefferson said about the matter on a certain
occasion, the American people have the right, and they can
never exercise that right unless they have the opportunity,
to elect a man President of the United States three times, or
as often as they are willing to elect him.

Mr. BURKE. Certainly there is no provision in the Con-
. stitution limiting the number of terms which any individual
‘may serve as President; but it has become a part of the
unwritten Constitution of the United States, which many con-
' sider fully as binding as the express provisions in the written
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Constitution. As long ago, in fact, as the year of the first
inauguration of Andrew Jackson, on the floor of the House of
Representatives a distinguished Member of that body, who
himself later became President of the United States, spoke in
opposition to a resolution identical with the one which I now
present, and took the position that we should not write this
provision into the Constitution, and his grounds were that it
was not necessary to do so because, he said, the example set
by Washington, followed by Jefferson, Madison, and Monroe,
had already put this into the unwritten Constitution, so that
it would never be varied from, and that no man in this
country could ever be elected to a third term.

I hope the Senator from EKentucky will seriously consider
coming before the committee in order adequately to cover his
position, because I am sure that, either from his own state-
ment or from the helpful questions which would be suggested
by the members of the committee, we might ascertain what
were the reasons in the mind of the Senator from Kentucky
in February 1928, when he cast his vote here upon the sclemn
statement of a resolution declaring to all the world that in
his considered judgment, if any persons should seek a third
Presidential term, any departure from the well-established
principle would be “fraught with peril to our free institu-
tions.” I think the Senator from Kentucky, the Senator
from Arizona, and others, owe it to themselves, as well as to
the Senate and the country, to come before the committee
and give us a very full explanation of the matter.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURKE. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. Iknow that the Senator desires to be accu-
rate in the statement as to the record of these resolutions.

Mr. BURKE. The Senator is correct.

Mr, BYRNES. The Senator stated that if there were any
question about the subcommittee——

Mr. BURKE. Which I did not admit——

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator said if there were a question,
and that he did not agree to the position stated by the
Senator from Kentucky——

Mr. BURKE. That is correct.

Mr. BYRNES. That if there were any questioning there
was another resolution pending before the subcommittee, a
resolution offered by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
BrIDGES].

Mr. BURKE. That is correct.

Mr. BYRNES. I have locked at the docket of the Ju-
diciary Committee. There is on it no resolution offered by
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Bripges]. A resolu-
tion was offered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLey],
Senate Resolution 141, which proposed to limit the Presiden-
tial term to 6 years. That resolution was not referred to
the subcommittee of which the Senator is a member.

Mr. BURKE. I am familiar with that resolution.

Mr. BYRNES. It was referred to a subcommittee consist-
ing of Senators Neely, King, Connally, Borah, and Wiley.
But the full committee, on the very day when it authorized
the Senator to report his own joint resolution, on July 3,
1939, authorized the Senator from Nebraska to report to the
Senate without recommendation Senate Joint Resolution 1686,
even though the Senator was not a member of the sub-
committee. I assume that the Senator reported it to the
Senate in accordance with the authority and instructions of
the committee.

Mr. BURKE. I have already explained that the subcom-
mittee was authorized, but not directed, to report the matter,
and we are using our own good judgment as to when we
shall report it; and we have had no complaint from any
member of the Judiciary Committee.

Mr. BYRNES. I was only stating that this is the record
of the Judiciary Committee, which shows that, though the
Senator was not a member of the subcommittee, he was
authorized by the full committee to report the joint reso-
lition to the Senate. The full committee acted upon the
Wiley resolution. It should be on the calendar so the
Senate could act on it.
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Mr. BURKE. If the Senator thinks it should be on the
calendar, I hope he will take such steps as occur to him as
proper to get it on the calendar.

Mr. BYRNES. No; if I were a member of the Committee
on the Judiciary, and the committee authorized me to report
it, I would do so. I wanted the Senator to refresh his recol-
lection. I believe he is honestly mistaken.

Mr. BURKE. I am perfectly familiar with that. The
Senator from South Carolina now rises with a document in his
hand and apparently questions my statement, and thinks I
was mistaken in saying that there was a resolution provid-
ing for a limitation to two terms of our President, and a
resclution for a constitutional amendment offered by the
Senator from New Hampshire, which was referred to the
committee, and that the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee in writing referred the matter to a subcommittee of
which I am chairman, and of which the other members are
Senators Van Nuys, CoNNALLY, AUSTIN, and WILEY.

I say that if the Senator would consult the clerk of the
committee, or consult the chairman of the committee, he
would get the exact facts. I do not know when the document
to which he refers was prepared, but I know the facts, I
know the joint resolution was introduced within the last
month or 2 months—I do not know just when—but cer-
tainly long before the hearings were scheduled. I know it
was referred to the Senate Committee gn the Judiciary. I
know that the chairman of that committee wrote me a letter,
and that he wrote a letter to each member of the subcom-
mittee, saying, “This is the subcommittee to consider the
joint resolution introduced by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire.”

Those are the facts, Mr. President, regardless of what the
calendar to which the Senator referred may show.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I do not question that state-
ment of fact at all. I was simply calling the Senator’s atten-
tion to the committee calendar, which bears date July 13,
1940. I am calling attention to the fact that the joint
resolution of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, WiLey] was
introduced, and that the Senator from Nebraska was in-
structed to report it without recommendation.

Mr. BURKE. That joint resolution, almost word for word,
is the same as my resolution, and, naturally, the same action
was taken by the committee. But, as I said, we were author-
ized, if we saw fit, to report the joint resolution to the calen-
dar, or follow any other course we saw fit. Perhaps the
committee acts in ways which are different from those of
committees with which the Senator from South Carolina is
familiar, but, in any event, that was the action taken by the
committee. We have before us both resolutions, and we pro-
pose to continue the hearings, Although I do not find the
name of the Senator from South Caroclina listed as one of
those who voted for the La Follette resolution in February
1928—I assume he was not a Member of the Senate at that
time—yet I will now, on behalf of the committee, here and
now extend to the Senator an invitation to appear before
the subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary on any

day he sees fit, and give us the benefit of his views as to the |

advisability of placing a limitation upon the term of office of
the President of the United States.

Mr. BYRNES. I wish to say in reply to the Senator that
I feel like almost any other citizen would feel on receiving
such an invitation. Inasmuch as the resolution was turned
over to the committee on July 3, 1939, and no invitation to
appear before the committee was extended unfil 60 days
before the Presidential election, I would doubt the wisdom
of anyone appearing before the committee.

Mr. BURKE. Mr. President, on the second day of the
hearing of the subcommittee I extend an invitation to the
Senator from South Carolina to appear before the com-
mittee. In view of the exalted position of the Senator from
South Carolina, I am sure it would not lower his standing
or reputation if he were to receive that invitation on the
same day the chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary
and other Senators received their invitations.
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Let me say that the hearings began yesterday morning,
and there appeared before the committee and we received
statements from three distinguished and very worthwhile
citizens, who gave, possibly not factual matter, but their
opinions. There appeared, for instance, a most interesting
witness, Dr. William A. Eddy, president of Hobart College,
Geneva, N. Y. One of the interesting things about the state-
ment of Dr. Eddy was that he has been a life-long Demo-~
crat; that he has been a New Deal Democrat; that he stiil
considers himself as such, but he was advocating a consti-
tutional limitation to a single 6-year term. He has not
decided even yet how he will vote in November, but says that
the question of national defense and preparedness, to up-
hold the dignity and honor of the United States, is a matter
of prime importance to him, and when election day comes
around he will decide the question based on that considera-
tion.

Dr. Eddy is a man with a distinguished war record. He
was wounded seriously at Belleau Wood in the battle of
Chateau Thierry. He spent 2 years in the hospital, and now
walks with a cane. What I wish to say about him is that he
did not find anything pernicious or obnoxious in the fact
that the subcommittee is now holding hearings.

The hearings will be printed, and I hope all Senators will
read them. Dr. Eddy stated his firm convicticn that the
matter is of great importance. Of course, it has no bearing
upon the present incumbent of the White House, but after
the adoption of such an amendment to the Constitution no
man who ever entered the White House would have any
thought other than to give his very best in the service of his
country; no man who entered the White House would have
before his mind the possibility that, whether he wished it or
not, he must be obliged to seek a further term of office,
a second term or a third term. Dr. Eddy presented a very
strong argument in favor of a constitutional limitation to a
single term.

On the stand also there appeared Thomas——

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BUREE. I yield.

Mr. WHITE. I am interested in what the Senator has
said about the first witness he mentioned. I understood the
Senator to state that the witness had been a Democrat, that
he had been a new dealer, and that he did not know how
he was going to vote in the coming election in November.
Has not the Senator completely impeached his witness?

Mr. BURKE. Possibly, as the Senator states the matter,
it would amount to that. I did not state quite what the
Senator said. I said that the witness declared that he had
been a Democrat all his life; that he had considered himself
and now considers himself to be a New Deal Democrat—I did
not say a new dealer, but a New Deal Democrat—and that
while he believed in a single term for President, and naturally
is opposed to a third term, in his opinion there might be even
a more important matter than that involved and that would
be the national security. I have no doubt in my own mind,
however, that when he gives further consideration to the
question, he will see no necessity for acting in a manner
which is contrary to his principle that a President should
serve no more than one term in the White House, or, in the
case of the present incumbent, not more than two terms.

Yesterday there appeared before the committee Thomas
Jefferson Coolidge. I do not know so much about his politics,
but I do know that he served as Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury and Under Secretary of the Treasury under Mr.
Morgenthau for a considerable time, and that when he
retired from office, whenever it was, 2 or 3 years ago he
received a letter from the President of the United States
complimenting him in the highest terms upon the value of
the services he had rendered to his country. Mr. Coolidge
appeared and gave us the benefit of long study which he has
given to this important question. It is not without interest
that Thomas Jefferson Coolidge, when asked the question;
responded that he is a lineal descendant of Thomas Jeffer-
son—a great-great-great-grandson of the founder of the
Democratic Party—of the man who declared in his auto-



1940

biography, written late in life, after all his varied experience,
that he believed a two-term limitation had become so vitally
and fully and completely a part of our national life, as to
impel him to say—

I trust that if any President should ever consent to seek election
for a third term he will be decisively defeated on that exhibition of
ambitious views.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURKE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Has the Senator’s subcommittee sum-
moned, or will it summon to give their opinions, some of the
descendants of U, S. Grant or Theodore Roosevelt, both of
whom tried to obtain a third term and failed?

Mr. BURKE. I do not know about that, but we have asked
to come before the committee Jefferson Davis, who is a lineal
descendant of Jefferson Davis, President of the Southern
Confederacy, in order that he may tell, with the proper color-
ing and effect, why in drawing up the Constitution for the
Southern Confederacy it was seen fit to write into it a pro-
vision——

Mr. BARKLEY rose.

Mr. BURKE. I know the Senator from Kentucky can
make some wise quip about that, but it is not necessary——

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, no.

Mr. BURKE. The Southern Confederacy saw fit to write
into its constitution a provision that any President it might
elect should serve one term of 6 years, and forever after be
ineligible for reelection,

Mr. BARKLEY. I simply wanted to congratulate the Sena-
tor on the list of glamorous witnesses he is having come before
the subcommittee.

Mr. BURKE. I know the Senator will also be interested
when I tell him his distinguished townsman, Irvin Cobb, will
come before us and give us the benefit of his views. I have
heard the Senator from Kentucky speak so often and in such
laudatory fashion of his distinguished fellow townsman that
I am sure, whether or not the Senator from Kentucky comes
as a witness, he will at least grace the committee room with
his presence when Mr. Irvin Cobb comes and tells us why
he also is opposed, as he was in 1928, to a third term for any
President.

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate the invitation to be present
as an chserver when my fellow townsman, Irvin Cobb, appears
before the subcommittee. I am satisfied that his opinion and
testimony on that subject will be full of humor, as is nearly
everything else he says.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURKE. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. Inasmuch as the Senator has referred to
Jefferson Davis, I wish to say that he also wrote a letter saying
that the terms of United States Senators should be limited
to one term. The Senator does not expect us to favor that
suggestion, does he?

Mr. BURKE. Well, I expect to act on it myself. [Laughter.]

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator does not favor it, does he?

Mr. BURKE. No; I do not favor it. I think it depends on
the office. The only reason, the compelling reason, as every-
one would recognize, for the distinction between the Chief
Executive of the country and a Member of the United States
Senate is the enormous power which lies in the hands of the
Chief Executive.

After a Senator has been in the Senate as long as has the
Senator from South Carolina, with his great qualities, he
comes to exercise considerable power, but no Member of a
body of 96 will ever have in his control such power as to make
him at all dangerous, even if he lives to be a hundred years
old and remains in the Senate until his death.

Mr. BYRNES. If the Senator disagrees with Jefferson in
that respect, he cannot quarrel with us if we differ with
Thomas Jefferson in some other respect, can he?

Mr. BURKE. 1 shall not quarrel with the Senator, what-
ever he has to say.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURKE. I yield.
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Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator speaks of the third term for
President on the basis of the power he might attain by
virtue of long tenure in office.

Mr. BURKE. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. Within every State the Governorship, so
far as it applies to State matters, contains the same oppor-
tunity for the accumulation of power and for the perpstua-
tion of a Governor in office. In my own State the Governor
may not succeed himself, but in the Senator’s State I believe
the Governor may succeed himself as often as the pecple
will elect him.

Mr. BURKE, That is correct.

Mr, BARKLEY. Does not the Senator think that within
the range of a State government a Governor might do the
same things to perpetuate himself in office within the State
as a President might do in his office?

Mr. BURKE. I think there is some validity in the ques-
tion, but let me say that I believe 16 States—perhaps more—
have a constitutional prohibition limiting Governors to a
single term.

h Mr. BARKLEY. A prohibition against two successive
erms.

Mr. BURKE. No; I am talking first about the 15 or 16
or 17 States—I do not know the exact number—which have
a prohibition against a Governor serving more than 1
term. Other States have the provision to which the Senator
refers, prohibiting successive terms. Still others have the
provision that no person shall serve as Governor more than
a certain number of years out of a specified number—such
as 8 years out of 12. So it is a matter which has been con-
sidered in the States, and while the problem there is very
small compared to the problem in the Nation, I think it is
a proper question to raise. However, no Governor of any
State in the Union has had such a vast proportionate in-
crease in his powers in the past 10 or 20 years—and par-
ticularly in the past 7 or 8 years—as has come, and I think
largely by necessity, to the one occupying the office of Chicf
Executive of the United States.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURKE. I yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. MINTON. Did not Jefferson say that he would accept
a third term if he felt it was necessary for the preservation
of the anti-Federalist Party? :

Mr. BURKE. As I recall it, he said something which
sounded very much like the statement of the Senator,

Mr. MINTON. It is my understanding that Jefferson
made such a statement. As the Senator from Nebraska has
pointed out, he had taken the position that one term should
be the limit not only for the President, but for Members of
Congress. However, notwithstanding his advocacy of a sin-
gle term, he himself served two terms.

Mr. BURKE. I think the Senator states the situation with
substantial accuracy. We are all familiar with Jefferson’s
position in the matter. He was in France at the time the
Constitutional Convention met; and he wrote to Washington,
Madison, and others expressing his very great concern over
two things—first, because the Constitution, which was under
consideration and was finally adopted by the Convention, did
not contain a bill of rights, and second, because it did not
place a limit on the eligibility of the Chief Executive. Jeffer-
son felt very strongly that it would be far better for our free
institutions if the ones to be named as Chief Executive were
limited to a single term of whatever length. The Convention
did adopt such a provision, and later changed it.

The third witness who appeared yesterday was James Trus-
low Adams, the famous author and historian. His most fa-
mous work is the Epic of America. He has been a Democrat
and a liberal all his life. He developed the very idea which
comes to mind by reason of the question of the Senator from
Indiana, explaining Jefferson’s attitude in very great detail.
I hope the Senator will read his testimony, which is now
printed. He pointed out that in the Convention——

Mr. MINTON. Is the Senator asking me to read James
‘Truslow Adams’ testimony?
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Mr. BUREKE. Yes.

Mr. MINTON. He is the historian who never even men-
tioned Jefierson.

Mr. BURKE. He has written a work, the Living Jefferson,
which, I think, is one of the oufstanding volumes on Jefferson.

Mr. MINTON. James Truslow Adams?

Mr. BURKE. Yes.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURKE. I yield.

Mr. BARKLEY. His interpretation of the living Jeflerson
in that book is quite different from the interpretation of
many of us who think we are followers of Jefferson.

Mr. BURKE. That may be true; but, at any rate, in his
testimony yesterday Mr. Adams pointed out with very great
clarity why it was that in the Constifutional Convention
greater attention was not given to the views which Jefferson
was expressing from across the water. One of the reasons
was that the Constitutional Convention was more concerned
about the method of election of the President. Many of the
delegates thought that if they could remove far enough from
the people the direct election of the President it would not be
necessary to limit his term; and that thought was finally
worked out through the electoral college. When that was
done the Convention dropped the provision already adopted
for a single T-year term, I believe, for President and provided
for the 4-year term, without any mention of eligibility for
reelection.

Mr, MINTON. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURKE. I yield.

Mr. MINTON. As the Senator points out, at the time of
the drafting of the Constitution, Jefferson was in France.
At that time, as the Senator recalls, the world was much
stirred up and in revolution against monarchy. Jefferson
was in the very thick of the seething caldron of revolution in
Europe against monarchy. Of course, his views were more
or less colored by his eontact with the monarchies of Europe
at that time, and the struggle of the revolution against mon-
archies. The thing which Jefferson was afraid of was the
establishment of a monarchy in this country. Is not that
true?

Mr. BURKE. I think the Senator is entirely correct.

Mr, MINTON. If we had had only one term for President
from the start of the history of our Government, Washington
would have been in the midst of the establishment of this
Nation when his term would have expired.

Mr. BURKE. I think the situation was not any more
serious half-way through Washington’s second term than it
was at the end of his second term, when he refused to con-
sider a third term,

Mr. MINTON. I think he thought his country was pretty
well on the way to establishment. Otherwise, he would have
stayed. If Washington had had but one term, he would have
departed before the Nation had been well launched on its
way. Jefferson would have departed before he had the anti-
Federalist Party established; Jackson would have departed
before he had driven the money changers from the temple;
and, had he lived, Abraham Lincoln would have departed in
the midst of reconstruction. Woodrow Wilson would have
departed at the outbreak of the World War.

Mr. BURKE. With reference to Abraham Lincoln, if Lin-
coln had been elected for a single 6-year term, he would
still have had more than a year to serve at the time of his
assassination.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. BURKE. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I was impressed with the remark
of my friend from Indiana with reference to the fact that
Jefferson was Ambassador to France. Of course, he ren-
dered the country great service. I merely desire to call atten-
tion to the fact that when Jefferson was accredited by this
country as envoy to France he stayed at his post and did not
go gallivanting around the country ftrying to advise the
American people. -

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, BURKE. I yield.
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Mr. BAREKLEY. The Senator will recall that in the
Democratic platform of 1912 there was a plank endorsing
and advocating a single 6-year term for President of the
United States.

Mr. BURKE. And pledging the candidate of the party
to it.

Mr. BARKLEY. President Wilson had nothing to do with
writing that platform; but he ran on it and was elected,
although I doubt whether that plank had anything to do
with his election. Notwithstanding the fact that he had
run upon a platform which so declared, while he was
President he opposed the enactment of any constitutional
amendment on the subject, on the ground that the people
ought not to be irrevocably tied by a constitutional provi-
sion if they desired to elect a man President of the United
States for more than one term—and I suppose, by analogy,
even more than two, because at that time the question of a
third term was not acute and had not been except as it
applied to Theodore Roosevelt, who had been a candidate
against President Wilson. The point is that Woodrow Wil-
son, who ran on a platform of that sort, later in effect denied
the validity of it, because it undertook to tie the hands of
the American people in their choice of a President.

Mr. BURKE. The Senator is substantially correct, except
for one minor detail. In the Democratic platform of 1912
there was a provision for a constitutional amendment reading
exactly like the amendment now before the subcommittee,
providing for a single 6-year term for our Presidents and,
of course, pledging the candidates of the party to that plank
as well as all other planks. I think the only error in the
Senator’s statement was that Wilson opposed the suggestion
after he became President. He may have continued fo
oppose it, but it was not necessary after he became President,
because in the “lame duck” session which followed the elec-
tion such a resolution, carrying out the Demoecratic plat-
form pledge, was introduced in both Houses of Congress. In
the Senate it was referred to the Senate Committee on the
Judiciary; and that committee, after considering the matter
for some time, in January of 1913, I believe, approximately 60
days before Woodrow Wilson was inaugurated, reported to
this body the identical matter which we are now seeking to
report. The Senate, after a debate which spread over quite
a considerable time, and which was participated in by most
of the leading Senators of that day, adopted the resolution
by one more than the necessary two-thirds, and provided
for submitting the proposal to the country.

But President-elect Wilson did not approve the proposal; he
thought it was unwise. So he wrote a letter to his friend, A
Mitchell Palmer, a Member of the House of Representatives,
and the matter was brought before the House Judiciary Com-
mittee. The House Judiciary Committee, however, agreed to
the resolution, reported it with a very strong report, covering
the ideas and reasons why such an amendment should be
written into the Constitution. I have that report before
me, but will not take the time to read it now, because I hope
this matter will be under general discussion in the Senate
before final adjournment, and I will read it on that occasion.
The resolution, which had already passed the Senate by
more than two-thirds majority, however, was reported to the
House with this splendid, strong report of the House Judi-
ciary Committee; but the Congress was in the closing days
of the “lame duck” session, and Representative Palmer and
others who desired to carry out the will of the President-elect
were successful in seeing that it did not come to a vote in
the House. It came that close to being submitted to the
people of this country and to the States for adoption.

Mr. BARKLEY. President Wilson not only opposed it
between the date of his election and inauguration, but he
continued to oppose it during his entire term.

Mr. BURKE. I do not know that the matter was ever
mentioned again during his term, as the war broke out a little
later and the people became interested in other things, even
as there is now a waf which some hope may divert the
attention of the people from this most important question.

I am through, and will merely say, since the hearings have
been mentioned, that hearings were held this morning. We
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had one witness, and others would have been called to appear,
but we did not think there was time for them this morning.
President William Mather Lewis, president of LaFayette Col-
lege, a very great student, gave us his views most entertain-
ingly. I say now to all Members of the Senate and to the
public that hearings will be held again tomorrow morning
at 10:30 o'clock, not in the caucus room but in room 457,
the Claims Committee room of the Senate Office Building.
The witnesses tomorrow morning will be Bishop Edwin
Hughes, of the Methodist Episcopal Church; former Demo-
cratic Representative Samuel B. Pettengill, of Indiana; and
Hon. RoBerT G. ALLEN, Democratic Representative from Penn-
sylvania. These three witnesses tomorrow will offer further
evidence on this most important question; and, God willing,
the distinguished Senators who do not approve the proceed-
ings, not being able to find any feasible means of bringing
the committee hearings to a close, the hearings will continue
day after day until all the witnesses who have a worth-
while message to present and who have expressed their
willingness to come have had an opportunity to be heard.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr.
Calloway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10263) making sup-
plemental appropriations for the national defense for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1941, and for other purposes;
that the House receded from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate Nos. 8, 9, 15, 18, 20, 22, 39, 45, 46, 50, and
51 to the bill and concurred therein; and that the House re-
ceded from its disagreement to the amendments of the Senate
Nos. 2, 6, 10, 11, and 48 to the bill and concurred therein
severally with an amendment, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate,

REGULATION OF INTERSTATE CARRIERS—CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of
the committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the House of Represent-
atives to the bill (S. 2009) to amend the Interstate Com-
merce Act, as amended, by extending its application to addi-
tional types of carriers and transportation and modifying
certain provisions thereof, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Reep in the chair). The
question is, Shall the point of order raised by the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] be sustained?

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr. President, if my colleagues have
no more speeches on the subject which has been under dis-
cussion, I should like to consider the matter which is before
the Senate.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I think the Senator from
Louisiana, who has been generous in yielding all his time
until now, is entitled to a quorum. So I make the point
that there is no quorum present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Adams Herring Reed

Andrews Clark, Mo Johnson, Calif, Russell
Ashurst Connally King Schwartz
Austin Danaher Lee Schwellenbach
Bailey Davis Lodge Sheppard
Bankhead Downey McCarran Smathers
Barbour Ellender McKellar . Stewart
Barkley George Maloney Taft

Bilbo Gerry Mead Thomas, Idaho
Bone Gibson Minton Thomas, Okla.
Bridges Green Neely Thomas, Utah
Bulow Guffey Norrls Townsend
Burke Gurney Nye Truman

Byrd Hale O'Mahoney Van Nuys
Byrnes Harrison Overton Wheeler
Capper Hatch Pittman White
Caraway Hayden Radcliffe Wiley

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-eight Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I ask Senators to listen to
me for just a few minutes in order that I may discuss a few
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phases of the pending business. It is not my purpose to
afttempt to discuss the conference report in full, because I
think it such a gigantic task that few, if any, Senators could
do so in any reasonable space of time. Never have I been
confronted with a piece of legislation which is so compli-
cated as the act under discussion.

Last Thursday, when the report was under consideration
before the Senate, the only portions thereof which were dis-
cussed at length were those dealing with the so-called
Panama Canal Act and the Motor Transportation Act. I
shall discuss those two phases of the report in the light of
the point of order made by the distinguished Senator from
Missouri [Mr. CLARK],

There is no question that when the Congress passed the
so-called Panama Act in 1912 it intended to segregate and
separate railroad transportation from water transportation;
and later, when it passed the Motor Transportation Act, the
Congress intended to separate and segregate railroad trans-
portation from motor transportation. I believe there can be
no question that if any Senator, whether or not he be a law-
yer, will read the present law and compare the three sections
which deal with the Panama Act with the three sections
which were adopted by the Senate, also with the three sec-
tions which were adopted by the House, and then with the
three sections as they appear in the report, he is bound to
conclude that the original effect of the act passed in 1912
has been absolutely nullified by the action taken by the con-
ferees with respect to those sections.

I have before me, side by side, a comparative print of the
present law as it passed the Senate in 1912, a print of the
three sections in question as they passed the Senate some
time ago, and a print of the three sections as they passed the
House and as they now appear in the pending report.

At the outset I may say that there is no substantial differ-
ence between sections 19 and 20 of the Panama Act as now
incorporated in the law, and the two similar sections which
were adopted by the House and which were adopted by the
Senate, and which are now written in the conference report.
The difference lies in the last paragraph, paragraph 21 of sec-
tion 5 of the law, paragraph 11 of section 4 of the Senate hill,
paragraph 17 of section 5 of the House bill, and paragraph 16
of section 5 as it is now incorporated in the pending report.

Let me read to the Senate the original law, and the purpose
of it will be evident:

From and after the 1st day of July 1914 it shall be unlawful for
any railroad company or other common carrier subject to the act
to regulate commerce to own, lease, operate, control, or have any
interest whatsoever (by stock ownership or otherwise, either directly,
indirectly, through any holding company, or by stockholders or
directors in common, or in any other manner) in any common car=-
rier-by-water operated through the Panama Canal or elsewhere
with which said railroad or other carrier aforesaid does or may com-
pete for traffic or any vessel carrying freight or passengers upon said
water route or elsewhere with which said railroad or other carrier
aforesald does or may compete for traffic.

Mr, President, that is the law. In that paragraph there
is an absolute inhibition against any existing railroad com-
pany owning or having an interest in any water-transporta-
tion facility.

In the act there was incorporated an exception, and that
exception refers solely to water-transportation facilities
owned by railroad companies prior to July 1, 1914,

The second section in question provides for a mode of
procedure in order for the Interstate Commerce Commission
to determine whether or not an existing waterway could be
owned and operated by a railroad company. That section
reads as follows:

Jurisdiction is hereby conferred on the Interstate Commerce
Commission to determine questlans of fact as to the compet.ition
or possibility of competition, after full hearing, on the application
of any railroad company or other carrier, Such application may
be filed for the purpose of determining whether any existing serv-
ice is in violation of this section and pray for an order permitting
the continuance of any vessel or vessels already in operation, or
for the purpose of asking an order to install new service not in
conflict with the provisions of this paragraph. The Commission

may on its own motion or the application of any shipper institute
proceedings to inquire into the operation of any vessel in use by
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any railroad or other carrier which has not applied to the Commis-
sion and had the question of competition or the possibility of com-
petition determined as herein provided. In all such cases the
order of sald Commission shall be final.

That section merely gives the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion the right and the power to investigate and to determine
in accord with a formula therein contained whether existing
facilities come within the purview of the act, and if they do,
then the third section becomes operative and the same pro-
vides:

If the Interstate Commerce Commission shall be of the opinion
that any such existing specified service by water other than through
the Panama Canal is being operated In the interest of the public
and is of advantage to the convenience and commerce of the
people, and that such extension will neither exclude, prevent, nor re-
duce competition on the route by water under consideration, the
Interstate Commerce Commission may—

Listen to this, Senators—

The Interstate Commerce Commission may, by order, extend the
time during which such service by water may continue to be
operated beyond July 1, 1914. In every case of such extension the
rates, schedules, and practices of such water carrier shall be filed
with the Interstate Commerce Commission and shall be subject
to the act to regulate commerce and all amendments thereto in
the same manner and to the same extent as if the railroad or
other common carrier controlling such water carrier is interested
in any manner in its operation: Provided, Any application for ex-
tension under the terms of this provision filed with the Interstate
Commerce Commission prior to July 1, 1914, but for any reason
not heard and disposed of before said date, shall be considered and
granted thereafter.

That language is explicit in terms. There are no “ifs” and
“ands” about it. The language merely gives the right to a
railroad which owns an existing water facility to still operate
it, provided the second section was complied with after
hearing.

As I have said, the two first sections of the so-called Panama
Canal Act now incorporated in the law have not been changed
in any manner whatsoever, except for clarifying purposes, by
the two sections which are now incorporated in the pending
report.

I will ask the attention of the Senator from Montana partic-
ularly to what I am about to read, because in this section is
incorporated the vital change which I contend has the effect
of repealing the Panama Canal Act.

Mr. WHEELER, Mr. President, I apologize to the Senator,
but I did not get the point he was making. Will he not re-
peat it?

Mr. ELLENDER. I have stated to the Senate that there is
in the first section of the so-called Panama Canal Act a
positive inhibition against ownership of waterways by rail-
roads. In the second section there is provided a method by
which hearings can be had to determine whether or not
existing facilities come within the purview of the third section.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, let me correct the Senator.
He refers to “sections.” As a matter of fact, 19, 20, and 21
are paragraphs of section 5.

Mr. ELLENDER. I stand corrected. Instead of para-
graphs, they are really subdivisions of section 5.

Mr. WHEELER. I call attention to the fact because treat-
ing them as sections is quite different from treating them as
paragraphs.

Mr. ELLENDER, I appreciate that distinction. In section
5 of the original act we have paragraphs 19 and 20, and in
the Senate bill the same paragraphs are found in section 4,
paragraphs 9 and 10, and in the House bill, in section 5, para-
graphs 15 and 16, and in the pending report, the same para-
graphs are under section 5, paragraphs 14 and 15. As to the
two paragraphs to which I have just referred, and which are
now the law, there is no substantial difference with them,
either in the pending report, or the bill as passed by the
Senate, or the bill as passed by the House. The difference
lies in the third paragraph. I have just read the provisions
of the third paragraph as they now exist, and there is no
question that this third paragraph refers solely to existing
facilities, that is, facilities which existed prior to July 1, 1914,
and which were owned by competing railroad companies prior
to that date. Now let us see what has happened under
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Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, does the Senator mind my
interrupting him?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; not at all. Proceed, Senator.

Mr. WHEELER. I agree with the Senator with respect to
the difference between the conference committee report and
the present law. In paragraph 20 we changed the word
“paragraph” to “section.” That made a vast difference be-
tween the present law and the bill as passed by the Senate.
We did not, however, go contrary to the intention of the Con-
gress of the United States. Paragraph 20, as it exists in the
Interstate Commerce Act at the present time, provides:

Jurisdiction is hereby conferred on the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to determine questions of fact as to the competition or
poseibility of competition, after full hearing, on the application of
any railroad company or other carrier. Such application may be
filed for the purpose of determining whether any existing service

is in violation of this section and pray for an order permitting the
continuance of any vessel or vessels already in operation or—

This is the important thing I wish the Senator would bear
in mind—

or for the purpose of asking an order to install new service not in
conflict with the provisions of this paragraph.

If the word “paragraph” is allowed to remain as it is in the
present law, then either one of two things is apparent.
Either the word “paragraph” itself is meaningless, or else
one has to construe the word “paragraph” as meaning
“section.” So when the matter came to the Senate we
changed the word “paragraph” to “section.” Then, with the
word “section,” the language would be:

That such application may be filed for the purpose of determin-
ing whether any existing service is in violation of this section, and

pray for an order permitting the continuance of any vessel or
vessels already in operation, or—

What?—

for the purpose of asking an order to install new service not in
conflict with the provisions of this section.

Then, in order to find the provisions which must be com-
plied with, one must turn to paragraph 21, and, while some-
what confusing, it must of necessity be construed to mean
that before a new service can be instituted it must be found
that the service is in the public interest, and is of advantage
and convenience to the public, and that such service will
neither exclude nor prevent competition.

When we changed the word “paragraph” to “section” it
made necessary consideration by the conferees not only of
paragraph 20—it made necessary the consideration of all
three of the paragraphs which we referred to as the section.

Let me call the Senator’s attention to the fact that all we
did in conference was to take out the words in paragraph 20
with reference to an gpplication for a new service, and we
inserted that language in paragraph 21.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator means in paragraph 16 of
the conference report?

Mr. WHEELER. I am speaking now of the Interstate
Commerce Act as it is at present.

Mr. ELLENDER. Is there any doubt in the Senator's
mind that paragraph 20 of section 5 of the law itself, as it
now exists, was placed in the law for any other purpose than
to outline a way or provide a method, I may say, by which
the Interstate Commerce Commission should decide whether
or not an existing water route should be owned and operated
by a railroad company in spite of the provision of paragraph
19 of section 5?

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, there is no question about
it. The first paragraph contained an absolute provision.
The next paragraph contained a limitation.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator means that the third para-
graph, or paragraph 21 of section 5, contained the limitation.

Mr. WHEELER. No; paragraph 20 made a specific limi-
tation, particularly with respect to the matter of new serv-
jce. It is inconceivable to me that the language can be
construed in any other way. The Senator is a good lawyer.
He knows the rules of construction which are placed by
courts and by lawyers generally upon language which is not
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plain. Either one has to say as a matter of law and a
matter of construction that the words—

Or for the purpose of asking an order to install new service not
in conflict with the provisions of this paragraph—

Do not mean anything at all, or else they mean exactly
what we put into the Senate bill, that the service should be
installed if it were not in conflict with the provisions of this
section, meaning the provisions of paragraphs 19, 20, and 21
as a whole. .

Mr. ELLENDER. There is absolutely no doubt in my
mind but that it was the intention of Congress to give this
right—that as to existing water routes owned by a railroad
prior to July 1, 1914, it not only could operate them but, may
1 say, could add extensions to such existing water routes, pro-
vided that the provisions of paragraph 21 were complied
with. But now, to my way of thinking, the conference re-
port substitutes for the existing law language which will
restore the law as it was prior to the adoption of the Panama
Canal Act in 1912, Let me read the language, as it now
appears in the conference report, under paragraph 16 of
section 5:

(16) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (14), the Com-
mission shall have authority, upon application of any carrier, as
defined in section 1 (3), and after hearing, by order to authorize
such carrier to own or acquire ownership of, to lease or operate,
to have or acquire control of, or to have or acquire an interest in,
a common carrier by water or vessel, not operated through the
Panama Canal, with which the applicant does or may compete
for traffic.

That is the language which has been adopted in part by
the conferees, and it is the direct antithesis of the provisions
of the existing law, which I interpret to mean that any rail-
road company which owned a water-transportation route
on July 1, 1914, could make application under section 20 of
the present law for a continuance of such ownership pro-
vided it could show that the operation of such a water route
would neither exclude, prevent, nor reduce competition,
and that it would be of benefit to the people. The Commis-
sion has held in two or three cases that an existing facility
could be extended. I refer particularly to the Southern
Pacific case, which is cited-by Mr. Fletcher to a large ex-
tent. If the facts are studied in that particular case, which
is hornbook law so far as the Commission is concerned, it
will be found that the guestion involved did not concern new
water transportation, but an addition of an existing water
transportation. That is the point with respect to which
the Senator and I differ. Under the paragraph as now
written there is no mention of any existing water transpor-
tation, even though the fransportation facility may or may
not compete with the railroad company. So under that act,
notwithstanding the intention of the Congress back in 1912,
the Interstate Commerce Commission would have authority
to give to a railroad company the right to purchase any
water transportatipn.

Mr. WHEELER. I am glad to hear the Senator say that
he agrees with the decision of the Interstate Commerce
Commission.

Mr. ELLENDER. I did not say that.
®* Mr. WHEELER. I understood the Senator so to state.

Mr. ELLENDER. I quoted the decision to show what
was in the minds of the Commission.

Mr. WHEELER. The conference committee consisted of
seven Members of the House of Representatives and five
Members of the Senate, among whom were some very able
lawyers. Every one of them placed a different construction
upon the language than that stated by the Senator from
Louisiana. I am perfectly willing to agree with the Senator,
as I have repeatedly said, that the language in paragraph 20
is extremely confusing.

Mr. ELLENDER. Confusing to whom? Confusing to the
Commission?

Mr. WHEELER. Confusing to any individual, whether he
be a lawyer or a layman. The language in the bill is:

Jurisdiction is hereby conferred upon the Interstate Commerce
Commission to determine questions of fact, under paragraph (14),
as to the competition or possibility of competition, after full

hearing, on the application of any rallroad company or other
carrier.
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That is the first sentence. In my judgment, that language
by itself, following an absolute proviso, without anything
else, would not change the absolute proviso. Then we have
the following language:

Buch application may be filed—

For the purpose of what?—
for the purpose of determining whether any existing service is in
violation of this section—

The word formerly was “paragraph’—
and may pray for an order permitting the continuance of any
vessel or vessels already in operation—

So that language modified section 19 completely as to ex-
isting operations.

Mr. ELLENDER., But the conferees have nullified the
second paragraph of the present law, which is numbered 20,
and which was intended as a mode of procedure to be followed
in order to determine what? Whether or not an existing
facility, as provided under paragraph 21, might be maintained
by a railroad.

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator does not go far enough. Fol-
lewing the language I have just read, there is this language—
or for the purpose of asking an order to install new service not in
conflict with the provisions of this paragraph,

If the Senator’s interpretation were correct, a carrier
would not have any right to install new service. As we
brought the measure to the Senate, and as it passed the
Senate, it said:

Or an order to install new service not in conflict with the provi-
sions of this section.

When that language is read into the law, saying that a
carrier may make application for a new service “not in con-
flict with the provisions of this section,” how can anybedy
read that language otherwise than that an applicant may
make application, and the application shall be granted pro-
vided it is not in conflict with the provisions of the section?

Then, we turn to the next paragraph to see what are the
limitations, and what the Cemmission may find.

Mr. ELLENDER. Permit me to quote from the dissenting
opinion of Mr. Eastman in this hornbook case, the Southern
Pacific case (reported in 77 I. C. C,, 124). As I indicated
a while ago, that case involved the extension of an existing
facility; and certainly under the law as written I believe
that the Commission had the right to extend it if the test
provided for in paragraph 20 were met. Commissioner East-
man did not believe so. I desire to point out to the Senator
from Montana that the interpretation set forth in the opinion
by Mr. Eastman was no doubt what was in the mind of the
Congress when it passed the act back in 1912, and that was
to separate railroad transportation from water transporta-
tion. That was the paramount reason for passing the act
in 1912. This is what Mr. Eastman said—and I quote from
his dissenting opinion to which I have just referred:

The meaning of these provisions of the law, it seems to me, is clear.
Paragraph (9) sets forth the policy of Congress; it prohibits rail-
road companies from owning or controlling competing water
carriers.

That is very plain. As I indicated a while ago. That is
the intention and purpose of that section.

Paragraph (10) confers jurisdiction upon us—

The Commission—
to determine questions of fact “as to the éompetition or possibility
of competiticn;"” in effect it makes us the agency for the enforce-
ment of paragraph (9).

That, in my humble opinion, is the extent to which the
Congress intended that section (9) should operate, and no
further.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. One moment. Commissioner Eastman
further said:

Paragraph 11 contains the single exception to the general policy;
it empowers us—

The Commission—

to extend the effective date of the prohibition in paragraph (8) in
the case of “existing specified service,” which, in our opinion, “is
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being operated in the interest of the public and is of advantage to
the convenience and commerce of the people,” and where we be-
lieve that “such extension will neither exclude, prevent, nor reduce
competition on the route by water under consideration.”

To my way of thinking, that expresses in a few words what
the Congress had in mind when it passed the so-called Pan-
ama Canal Act, incorporated in the three sections to which
I have been referring.

Mr. WHEELER. I appreciate that that is the construction
the Senator puts upon it; but I also call attention to the fact
that he is reading from the minority opinion by Mr. Eastman.

Mr. ELLENDER. I so stated.

Mr. WHEELER. The language which was sent to the con-
ference to correct the existing situation was drafted by Mr.
Eastman because of the conflict and lack of understanding.
It was not the intention of anybody on the committee—and
certainly I should be the last one of the committee to want
to do so—to permit the railroads to own any barge lines
or anything else which would put existing transportation out
of business. Let me again call attention to the protection
which water carriers have in the bill, which they do not have
under the provisions of the act.

The language in the preamble to the bill provided that the
rates should apply to each type of transportation, and that
the inherent advantages of each type should be taken into
consideration; but we went further than that, because some
of those interested in waterways said, “That is in the pre-
amble, but it does not go far enough. We should like to see
it in the rate-making policy.” So, when we came to write
the provisions with reference to rate making, we put in a pro-
vision for the express purpose—and for no other purpose—
of helping the water carriers and protecting them in making
their rates. If the Senator will look at that provision, I am
sure it will convince him that we did everything we could in
order to protect the water carriers.

Mr. ELLENDER. The modification made by the con-
ferees in the third paragraph throws the door open and
permits railroads to own water transportation facilities to
the same extent as existed prior to 1914,

Mr. WHEELER. No.

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes; it does, as I understand the
English language. The conferees could not have writien
this provision plainer if they had tried, so as to accomplish
that purpose.

Mr. WHEELER. We tried to make it plain.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is made absolutely clear that a rail-
road company may own and operate any waterway, provided
that it conforms to the regulations set forth in that para-
graph. Is not that true?

Mr. WHEELER. My attention was distracted.

Mr. ELLENDER. Let me read the section. Listen to
the language.

Mr. WHEELER. I am familiar with the section, but I
did not grasp the Senator’s point.

Mr. ELLENDER. The language is:

Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (14)—

What is the effect of paragraph (14)? It absolutely pre-
vents the ownership of water transportation by a railroad.
Is not that true?

Mr. WHEELER. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. Continuing—
the Commission shall have authority, upon application of any
carrier, as defined in seetion 1 (3), and after hearing, by order to
authorize such carrier to own or acquire ownership of, to lease
or operate, to have or acquire control of, or to have or to acquire
an interest in, a common carrier by water or vessel, not opecraied
through the Panama Canal, with which the applicant does or
may compete for traffic.

Where is the language that was incorporated in the third
paragraph, or paragraph (21), that made the exception with
respect to existing facilities? It has been excluded. That
paragraph has been amended so as to nullify the provisions
of section 19 of the present law.

Mr. WHEELER. I suggest the Senator read the re-
mainder of the paragraph,
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Mr. ELLENDER. Very well. It further provides:

If the Commission shall find that continuance or acquisition of
such ownership, lease, operation, control, or interest will not pre-
vent such common carrier by water or vessel from being oper-
ated in the interest of the public and with advantage to the
convenience and the commerce of the people—

. Which is the same language as is now incorporated in the
aw—

and that it will not exclude, prevent, or reduce competition on
the route by water under consideration—

Which is also the existing law—

Provided, That if the transaction or interest sought to be en-
tered Into, continued, or acquired is within the scope of para-
graph (2) (a), the provisions of paragraph (2) shall be applicable
thereto in addition to the provisions of this paragraph.

Paragraph (2) referred to relates to consolidations; does it
not?

Mr. WHEELER. Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. I continue reading—

And provided further, That no such authorization shall be nec-
essary if the carrier having the ownership, lease, operation, con-
trol, or interest has, prior to the date this section as amended
becomes effective, obtained an order of extension under the provi-
sions of paragraph (21) of this section, as in effect prior to such

date, and such order is still in effect.

In other words, that proviso does what? It absolutely
nullifies section 21 of the present law because, if the Commis-
sion has once granted the right under paragraph 20, that
ends it. If that is not the case, then I do not understand
the English language.

Mr. WHEELER. I am sure the Senator understands the
English language, but the very fact that the Senator read
from a dissenting opinion in one case construing the law
shows, on its face, that the law was subject to great con-
fusion.

The majority of the Commission has always held in ac-
cordance with the provision as now written. I cannot read
it in any other way, and I think the Commission were cor-
rect in their interpretation. All in the world we did was
to take that out of section 20 and to place it in section 21
with reference to new applications, so that if a new applica-
tion were made the applicant would have to comply with
the standards as set forth. We did it because we felt
that it would afford better protection than that at present
afforded.

Mr. ELLENDER. As I stated to the Senator during one of
our colloquies on last Thursday, there is no question in my
mind but that the Commission itself is in doubt of its own
decision and is now trying to resolve the doubt by the adop-
tion of the third section, as modified by the conferees. If the
law were as plain as it is said to be, if it means what they
have heid it to mean, why change it?

Mr. WHEELER. I want to correct the Recorp for the
Senator. As a matter of fact, when the bill was brought
into the Senate, and it passed the Senate, the Interstate Com-
merce Commission had nothing to do with changing the term
“section” to “paragraph.” That was the most confusing thing
in the whole matter, because if the term “section” had been,
used instead of “paragraph,” to me there would have been no
confusion about it, and there should not be any confusion in
the mind of anyone with reference to it; it would be perfectly
plain. We used the term “paragraph” in what we will term
the second paragraph, which would be section 20 of the present
act, and if that were eliminated, I do not see how there
could be any confusion in the mind of anyone, because it
would expressly provide that they could then make applica-
tion for a new order to install new service.

Mr. ELLENDER. To any existing service.

Mr. WHEELER. No.

Mr. ELLENDER. That is what it means to my mind.

Mr. WHEELER. That may be what it means to the
Senator’s mind——

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes——

Mr. WHEELER. But that is not what it does mean.
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Mr. ELLENDER. As I pointed out, the Commission itself
has held that very interpretation in the case cited by Mr.
Fletcher, who happens to be, I think, counsel of the railroads.

Mr. WHEELER. That is correct.

Mr. ELLENDER. Under date of August 15 the junior Sena-
tor from Missouri [Mr. Truman] placed in the REcorp an
opinion by Mr. Fletcher, giving it as his interpretation that
the act does not in any manner nullify the Panama Canal
Act, and he cited that act and cited the Southern Pacific case
and other cases. But let me ask the Senator if he can ex-
plain this language of Mr. Fletcher when he appeared as a
witness before the committee?

Mr. WHEELER. I do not want to be held responsible for
what Mr. Fletcher has said.

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand that; but the reason I am

citing it is that the opinion of the conferees seems to run in

line with the arguments set forth by Mr. Fletcher—not that
they followed Mr. Fletcher; I am not attempting to say that;
but Mr. Fletcher, in a letter to the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. Truman], in fact, to the conferees, which letter was
dated August 14, gave to the conferees the benefit of his expe-
rience and of his knowledge of the law.

Mr. WHEELER. He is an unusually able lawyer.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am sure he is. To occupy a position of
such magnitude with the railroads, he must be a remarkably
able lawyer. [Laughter.]

I read from the hearings on the Transportation Act of 1939,
page 59, quoting from the testimony of Mr. Fletcher:

This act does this one important thing, gentlemen, that was not
contained in the recommendation of the Committee of Six and not
contained in a bill introduced into the House, which some of you
may have seen or have a copy of, 4862, and that is to put back into
this act the Panama Canal Act. It isin here in section 1. Anybody
who is apprehensive about that can dismiss those apprehensions.

It was not in the House bill 4862, but it is in bill 2009, I am sorry
to say. The Panama Canal Act is written back into the law——

It is put back into the law but in a new form, in such a
way, as I have been attempting to show, so as to simply
nullify the purposes of the Panama Canal Act.

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr, President——

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. TRUMAN. As to the Panama Canal Act, it was never
the intention of the Senate committee which considered this
bill in any way to emasculate the Panama Canal Act. The
Panama Canal Act is still in the law; it is in the law as the
Senate committee wanted it to be there, and is still the
Panama Canal Act, just as it always has been.

Mr. ELLENDER. I should like to agree, of course, with the
distinguished Senator from Missouri, but I respectfully refer
him to the sections I have already read into the Recorp, and
he will find that the language has been changed so that the
question of existing facilities has been deleted from the law.

Let me continue reading from the testimony of Mr, Fletcher.

Mr. TRUMAN. The testimony of Mr. Fletcher was the rea-
son for our leaving the Panama Canal Act in the act.

Mr. ELLENDER. It has been so modified by the conferees,
as I see it, that it has been nullified.

Mr. TRUMAN. It was not the intention of the Senate
ccmmittee to nullify the act, and it is not nullified. I dislike
to disagree with my colleague in that way, but it is not
nullified.

Mr. ELLENDER. It is the Senator’s privilege to disagree
with me, of course. I continue reading from Mr. Fletcher’s
testimony:

Senator MiNnToN (interposing). Which page is that, Judge?
v@gi FrercHEr. It begins on page 18, at paragraph 4, which pro-

“It shall be the duty of every common carrier by railroad and
common carrier by water to establish reasonable through routes and
joint rates with water carriers.”

We have put in there five and six from the Motor Carrier Act,
because it seems to be exactly on the same thing.

Now, paragraph 7 has to do with divisions.

Senator, if I may correct my statement, the Panama Cansal Act
really begins in paragraph B8 on page 19 and extending through
paragraph 11 on page 22,

Qur objection to the Panama Canal Act is the fact that it does
not allow the railroads to engage in water transportation. I never
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thought we were going to get very far toward a proper coordina-
tion of all these forms of transportation, toward this alleged desir-
able end of assigning to each form of transportation that traffic
which that form of transportation can most economically transport,
or that service which that particular agency of transportation can
most economically perform, unless you permitted the use by the
rallroads of water carriers or motor carriers, or, by the same token,
the use by the motor carriers of railroads and the use by the water
carriers of railroads.

That is Mr. Fletcher’s testimony.

In other words, as I interpret Mr. Fletcher’s language, he
has made an about-face with respect to his position as ex-
pressed in the letter to which I have just referred and his
testimony appearing in the hearings under date of April 4,
1939.

Mr., WHEELER. Mr. President, let me say to the Senator
from Louisiana that there were hearings on the bill, and
there were six different prints of the bill. Many persons
came before the committee. Representatives of water car-
riers, bus, and truck people, representatives of railroads, and
everybody who wanted to be heard, came before the com-
mittee, and each of them put his construction upon the bill
as it was introduced. Many of them differed as to the con-
struction they put upon different paragraphs.

After all these open hearings were had, as chairman I
appointed a subcommittee and the subcommittee went all over
the matter again. We not only went over it but we permitted
the representatives of the water carriers to come in time and
time again and talk to us about provisions that they wanted
to talk about and the bus and truck people came in day in
and day out and talked to us and we went over every propo-
sition. At the instance of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
SHipsTEAD], we listened to persons who came in and talked to
the committee in executive session, to try to get their ideas, so
that we could properly protect them. As I say, after having
done all of that, we then again in the conference, at the re-
quest of representatives of the waterways adopted and
amended the rate-making provision so as to be sure that we
were protecting the water carriers.

If there was one group of individuals that the House Mem-
bers wanted to protect, one group of individuals that the
Members of the Senate wanted to protect and were fighting
to protect, particularly the Senator from Missouri [Mr. TrU-
Mman], who lives on the Missouri River, and the Senator from
Ohio [Mr, Donarey], it was the water carriers. They had
more persons looking after their interests, to see that the bill
did not in anywise jeopardize their interests, than anybody
else who came before the committee. I do not care what this
witness said about this particular bill, or what some other
witness said about it; the bill speaks for itself.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, the Senator ought to care,
because of the different versions given by the same witness in
a letter which he addressed to the conferees and in his tes-
timony before the committee just quoted.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, if I should put in the
REecorp every letter addressed to the conferees, I should bur-
den the ConcressioNaL REcorp for the next 2 weeks. I am
frank to say to the Senator that because of the fact that so
many letters were addressed to us by representatives of the
bus-and-truck interests and representatives of the water car-
riers and their lawyers, I did not have an opportunity to read
very many of them, and I have not read Mr. Fletcher's
letter.

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President, let me say to the Senator
that the record shows what Mr. Fletcher, who represents the
American Association of Railroads, hoped to have in the bill.
His letter to the conferees shows what he got, and he shows
it as a good lawyer; and that is the reason I put it in the
record.

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator will agree that there is in-
corporated in the bill what Mr. Fletcher hoped for.

Mr. TRUMAN. No; there is not.

Mr. WHEELER. There certainly is not.

Mr. TRUMAN. I will not agree to that at all.

Mr. WHEELER. He certainly did not get what he hoped
for in the bill. I can assure the Senator of that.
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Mr. TRUMAN. Not at all.

Mr. WHEELER. It seems to me that when the Senator is
interpreting this language, he should bear in mind the fact
that when the language ccmes to be interpreted by the Inter-
state Commerce Commission I am certain they will take into
consideration the arguments made on this floor, and they will
take into consideration what the members of the conference
committee who wrote it said about it. I say now that there
never was any intention to change the language as the mem-
bers of the conference committee construed it, and as I con-
strued the language, and as the members of the Interstate
Commerce Commission themselves, or a majority of them,
construed it.

It has been said that the Commission never permitted the
extension of any new lines. What happened was this: New
lines have been put in——

Mr. ELLENDER. Where none existed.

Mr. WHEELER. Where none existed.

Mr. ELLENDER. And where there was no opposition.

Mr. WHEELER. And where there was no opposition.

Mr. ELLENDER. And the Commission has never been
brought face to face with the question which confronts us
here.

Mr. WHEELER. It has been brought face to face with it,
because of this fact: If the Senator’s interpretation was
correct——

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, there was no opposition.
It was in the nature of an ex parte proceeding.

Mr. WHEELER. It does not make a particle of difference.
If the Senator’s interpretation is right, the Commission had
no right under any circumstances or conditions, whether
there was or was not opposition, to grant any application for
a new service. I contend that the Senator’s construction
is wrong, and that the Interstate Commerce Commission was
right, and that the language which says that application
may be made for new lines cannot be read without coming
to the conclusion that it either did not mean anything at all
or else that it meant what it said, that a person could make
application for a new service, and that under certain condi-
tions, as provided in the next paragraph, the Commission
could grant it.

If paragraph 21 of the present law were not taken into con-
sideration at all, if the only thing considered were one para-
graph, and it were not construed as referring to the whole
section, the Commission would have no standard to go by.
They would not have to take into consideration the public
convenience and necessity. They would not have to take into
consideration the question of competition. They could sim-
ply go ahead and issue a certificate upon a hearing, without
any particlar standards to go by. So before they would
issue a certificate they have construed the language as mean-
ing that they were bound by the standards set up under
section 21. Therefore in the conference, when we were
writing out the report, we thought we were doing something
to protect the water carriers by putting in a provision specifi-
cally requiring compliance with the standards set forth in
section 21 of the present act.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I suppose it is useless to
continue the argument between us; but I cannot help believ-
ing that the intention of the Congress in passing the first act
was absolutely to divorce the water carriers from the railroad
carriers, and the only limitation was incorporated in section
21, to which the Senator from Montana has just referred. If
that section is carefully read, the Senator is bound to con-
clude that it was intended to apply to no other service than
one that existed prior to July 1, 1914. TUnder the section as
now presented to the Senate the conferees have done away
with the existing service provision, and have opened the doors
wide so that beginning with the enactment of this law, if it is
enacted, the railroads will be at liberty, just as in the past,
to purchase, acquire, or lease water transportation and motor
transportation.

I desire now to refer briefly to the nullification of the Motor
Transportation Act, and I respectfully ask the attention of
the Senator from Montana.
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Section 213 of the present act prohibits the consolidation of
motor transportation with railroad transportation. It sets
forth the method by which certain consolidations can be
made.

Several years ago, in the case of the Pennsylvania Railroad
acquisition of Barker Truck Lines (1 M. C.C. 9), the Interstate
Commerce Commission decided flat-footedly that a railroad
company had no right to purchase a motor transportation
company, because of the provisions of section 213.

Mr. REED. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ScEwarTz in the chair).
Does the Senator from Louisiana yield to the Senator from
Kansas?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. REED. Is the Senator speaking on the point of order,
or on the merits?

Mr. ELLENDER. I am speaking on the point of order.
I am trying to show to the Senate, if I can, that extraneous
matter, modifications not germane to the bhill, have been
brought into this report; subjects not discussed nor passed
upon by either the House or the Senate have been added to
the bill by the conferees. I contend the provision regarding
the repeal of the Motor Transportation Act and the repeal
of the Panama Canal Act come in that category and that
under the rules of the Senate Senators are bound to main-
tain the point of order made by the distinguished Senator
from Missouri [Mr. CLARK].

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me
to interrupt, I hold in my hand a copy of Senate bill 2009
as passed by the Senate on May 25, 1939, and passed by the
House of Representatives on July 26, 1939.

Mr. ELLENDER. Let us have the bill as it was passed by
the Senate.

Mr. REED. The House in passing the bill used the term
“consistent with” instead of “promote,” referring to the
public interest. That is the point in controversy. When the
bill came to conference there were in the House bill the
words “consistent with.” Does the Senator mean to say
that under those circumstances the Senate conferees could
not agree with the House?

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not disagree with the Senator.
The substitution of such language does not change the act
fundamentally. What I am trying to do now is to point out
by the report of the conferees that section 213 was entirely
wiped out; and that section 214 was amended by striking
the words “entered under section 213” and placing in lieu
thereof, the words “of the Commission.” So that instead of
the Commission exercising its rights under section 213 in
order to determine the question of the right of purchase
and ownership of motor-transportation facilities by a rail-
road, the proposition, under the modified amendment, is
left entirely in the hands of the Commission. This modifica-
tion, I contend, was made in order to circumvent the deci-
sion in the Pennsylvania case cited, supra.

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Louisiana yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. TRUMAN. Section 213 was entirely repealed by the
House. If the Senator will turn to page 236 of the bill as
it was passed by the House, he will find this in line 23, section
22:

Sec. 22, Section 213 of the Interstate Commerce Commission Act,
as amended, is hereby repealed.

The Senate did not repeal section 213, but the Interstate
Commerce Act, in section 213 (a) (1), speaking of the ac-
quisition of one carrier by another, and in delimiting the
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission with respect
thereto, states:

The Commission shall not enter such an order unless it finds
that the transaction proposed will promote the public interest.

This section of the Interstate Commerce Act is specifically
repealed by the provisions of the act now under consideration,
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but section 7 report amends section 5 (2) (b) of the Inter-
state Commerce Act, as follows:

The Commission shall not enter such an order unless it finds
that the transaction proposed will be consistent with the public
interest.

To this new language, that is, the language added in the
conference report, the conferees intend shall be given the
identical meaning given to the older language in section 213.
Lest there may result some future misunderstanding, we wish
to make it clear that it is the intent that the language em-
ployed shall have the same legal force and effect as that found
in section 213 as it was formerly. That is still in the
bill. That statement was made on the floor of the House by
Mr. BuLwINKLE, a member of the conference committee, and
the Senator will find, if he will read the conference report
carefully, that the thing about which he is talking has not
been repealed at all.

Mr. ELLENDER. If that be true, let me ask the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. TrRouMmaN] why it is that, under section 5,
page 10 of the report, subdivision (b), the following new
proviso was added by the conferees, as I understand—and if
I am wrong, I should like to be corrected:

Provided, That if a carrler by railroad subject to this part, or any
person which is controlled by such a carrier, or affiliated therewith
within the meaning of paragraph (6), is an applicant in the case of
any such proposed transaction involving a motor carrier, the Com-
mission shall not enter such an order unless it finds that the trans-
action proposed will be consistent with the public interest and will
‘enable such carrier to use service by motor vehicle to public advan-
tage in its operations and will not unduly restrain competition.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me to
answer the Senator from Louisiana——

Mr. TRUMAN. Certainly.

Mr, REED., Will the Senator from Louisiana permit me to
call his attention to the fact that in the bill as it was passed by
the House there is the identical language which the Senator
from Louisiana has just read? Does the Senator from Louisi-
ana have the peculiar idea about a conference that because the
Senate used one word and the House used another word, or
another phrase, there is no way to reconcile the differences?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I do not contend that, but——

Mr. REED. Then I ask the Senator from Louisiana to look
at page 209 of the bill as it passed the House, where he will
find the identical language, the identical provision, which he
has just read, word for word.

Mr. ELLENDER. Incorporated in what?

Mr, REED. In the bill as it passed the House. It came to
conference. Does the Senator from Louisiana intend to take
the extraordinary position that a complete section or proviso
passed by the House could not be agreed to on the part of the
Senate conferees?

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I do not take that position.

Mr. REED. That is the situation. If the Senator from
Louisiana will pardon me for saying so, he has more mis-
information on this subject than I have run into lately, and
I am trying to correct some of it.

Mr. ELLENDER. Of course, the Senator will say, by the
same token, that I have much misinformation with reference
to the three other sections which I have been discussing here
for over an hour. Would the Senator take the same position?

Mr. REED. The Senator from Louisiana did misstate the
Panama Canal Act.

Mr. ELLENDER. I did what?

Mr, REED. Did misstate it.

Mr. ELLENDER. I expected such an opinion from the
Senator. I wish the Senator would correct me, because it is
not my purpose to misstate anything before the Senate or
the American people.

Mr. REED., I know that. I wish to say to the Senator
from Louisiana that I would never question his intelligence,
his earnestness, or his sincerity, but in this case I do question
his information.

Mr. ELLENDER. I wish to say to the Senator that my
information is taken from the report to which is appended
the signature of the distinguished Senator who is now ques-
tioning me, and from a conference print which was pre-
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pared, I suppose, under the direction of the distinguished
Senator. The print places before the Senate, before me, the
so-called Panama Canal Act as it now exists, the measure as
it passed the Senate and as it passed the House, and as the
conferees have said it should be. I say that if the Senate
of the United States and the House should adopt the confer-
ence report, particularly as it refers to the Panama Canal
Act, the Senate and the House of Representatives might just
as well let conferees write measures, rather than have them
considered before the Senate and the House respectively.

Mr. REED. Will the Senator be good enough to yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield for a question.

Mr. REED. I can hardly get through with a question.
I hope the Senator will not hold me down so closely as that.

The Senator from Louisiana undertook to explain the
philosophy of the Panama Canal Act. So far as I can deter-
mine, the philosophy of the act must be taken from the lan-
guage of the act itself. The Senator from Louisiana makes
a mistake which has been made by every man who has dis-
cussed this question on this floor, including the distinguished
Senator from Montana [Mr. WHeELER], the chairman of the
Committee on Interstate Commerce—who, I am sorry to say,
is not present—in that the Panama Canal Act was a positive
prohibition against ownership of water lines by a railroad.

Mr. ELLENDER. Am I to understand that the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas [Mr. Reep] is not in agree-
ment with the philosophy of the Panama Canal Act, as in-
terpreted by the Senator from Montana?

Mr. REED. I shall be very happy to give my very good
friend, the Senator from Louisiana, the only interpretation
one could make. I shall now read from several para-
graphs—I do not call them sections—paragraphs 19, 20, and
21 of section 5 of the present Interstate Commerce Act, which
I hold in my hand. I read from paragraph 19:

From and after the 1st day of July 1914 it shall be unlawful for
any railroad company or other common carrier—

That might be a pipe-line company or an express com-
pany—
subject to the act to regulate commerce to own, lease, operate, con-
trol, or have any interest whatsoever (by stock ownership or other-
wise, either directly, indirectly, through any holding company, or
by stockholders or directors in common, or in any other manner)
in any common carrier by water operated through the Panama
Canal or elsewhere—

If the provision had stopped there, it would have made a
complete provision. We would have had a law, and that law
would have definitely and specifically and positively pro-
hibited any interest or ownership or control of a water line
by a railroad or other common carrier. But the language
does not stop there. It goes on to say—

With which said. railroad or other common carrier aforesaid does
or may compete for traffic—

If the language had stopped with the word “elsewhere” we
would have had a declaration of law, a positive legal state-
ment. I beg the pardon of the Senator from Louisiana that
I, a humble newspaperman and farmer, should discuss a
legal question with such an eminent lawyer as the Senator
is, but I will say that if the language had stopped with the
word “elsewhere” we would have had a clear, distinct, un-
qualified, and unequivoeal prohibition. But the language did
not stop there.

I happen to have in my desk now the conference commit-
tee report on the Panama Canal bill, because I have made a
study of the debates and the conference report made in
1912 in an endeavor to find what Congress was trying to
get at. The only thing Congress prohibited was the owner-
ship, control, or operation of a water line by a railroad
where competition between the two existed, and competi-
tion, as the Senator from Louisiana well knows, is a matter
of fact, not of law. So Congress was obliged to vest some-
where jurisdiction to determine when transportation facili-
ties were competing, and when they were not competing.
So Congress placed in paragraph 20 the following language:

Jurisdiction is hereby conferred on the Interstate Commerce

Commission to determine questions of fact as to the competition
or possibility of competition—
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That is where we find the qualifying clause, which the
Senator from Louisiana and every other Senator taking the
same position have overlooked. I am sorry, I again state that
the distinguished Senator from Montana is not present. He
has not sufficiently emphasized that point. Then the lan-
guage goes on to give the Interstate Commerce Commission
power, after it shall have determined the facts, after having
full hearings, to decide whether competition exists——

Mr. ELLENDER. And, as paragraph 21 reads, that is to
apply only to existing water facilities.

Mr. REED. No; I beg the Senator’s pardon. Because back
in paragraph 20—and I want to keep the Recorp straight as
between sections and paragraphs—back in paragraph 20 the
Interstate Commerce Commission may not only, after a find-
ing of fact, allow control of a water carrier by a railroad to
continue to exist, but it may authorize new service “not in
conflict with the provisions of this paragraph,” and the word
“paragraph,” as the distinguished Senator from Montana so
clearly pointed out, was a word which caused confusion, and
in the Senate we changed that word “paragraph” to “section.”
It does not make sense unless that change is made.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, it is my position that in
that second paragraph, paragraph 20, it was the intention
of Congress merely to write into the law the procedure that
should and must be followed by the Interstate Commerce
Commission in order to do—what? In order to determine
questions of fact as to the competition or possibility of com-
petition so as to enforce the provisions of paragraph 19. If
the commission found that a railroad company owned a
water facility prior to July 1, 1914, and that the provisions
of said paragraph 20 could be complied with, then under the
provisions of paragraph 21 ownership could be recognized
and the facility could be owned and operated by such a
railroad.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, if the Senator will be kind
enough to yield just a moment further, I shall conclude,

Mr. ELLENDER. I am about through myself.

Mr. REED. I am always happy to discuss matters with
my friend, the Senator from Louisiana, for whom I have a
very warm affection, as he knows.

Mr. ELLENDER. I reciprocate that affection. I have the
same feeling for the Senator from Kansas. S

Mr. REED. The whole purpose of the proposed legislation
is to bring about equality of regulation as between the rail-
roads, and the highway and water carriers. The railroads
are already regulated. The highway carriers, the motor ve-
hicles, are already regulated. Both kinds of carriers are
regulated. A part of the water carriers are regulated to
some extent. There has been much misapprehension,
much misinformation, and there have been many down-
right lies by a number of water interests.who oppose the
whole legislation on the ground that they do not want to be
regulated, even though their competitors on the highways
and the railroads are regulated. They have done more lying
about this thing; they have spread more misunderstanding,
which I fear has reached the Senator from Louisiana——

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator mean the lies have
also reached the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. REED. I am afraid that their misinformation has
reached the Senator from Louisiana. I would not accuse
him either of lack of intelligence or lack of integrity, but I
think he has taken the word of the water carriers, whom I
would not believe under oath, because they have told so
many untruths,

Mr. ELLENDER. No; I am taking the report made by the
Senate conferees, of which the distinguished Senator from
Kansas is one. I have discussed the matter during the entire
period I have been on my feet with the sections as they
are interpreted in the conference report before me, and I
have compared them with the present law, and I could not
fail to make up my mind that under the present law, as it
is now written on the statute books, it was the intention of
the Congress to permit the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion to let water carriers become a part of a railroad system
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if they were owned and existed prior to July 1, 1914, provided
they came within the purview of paragraph 20 of the so-
called Panama Canal Act.

Mr., REED. The Senator from Louisiana knows that the
Central of Georgia owns the Ocean Steamship Co., which
operates from Savannah to New York.

Mr. ELLENDER. There was absolutely no opposition to
the application for a permit. It was permitted in an ex
parte order, and the star case which was submitted in support
of that case, and many others, was the Southern Pacific case,
which did not involve a new service, but the extension of an
existing service. That decision has been cited from time to
time in support of new water transportation, and not to sup-
port additions, as contemplated under the pending legislation.

Mr. REED. If the Senator——

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield the floor.

Mr. REED. I do not want the floor, Mr. President. The
Senator from Louisiana has my complete sympathy, because
he was in a most embarrassing situation at the beginning of
the session today, having obtained the floor shortly after the
Senate convened, and then for 2 hours, because of his gen-
erosity in yielding the floor, he was not permitted to say a
word upon the subject that was nearest his heart, and on
which he intended to speak.

So I beg the pardon of the Senator from Louisiana for
breaking in even to this extent. I was only trying in my
feeble way to correct some possible misapprehension on the
part of the Senator from Louisiana. I am sure he is opposed
to the report. He probably will not vote for it.

Mr. ELLENDER. My. President, I have had my say on the
pending report. I am truly sorry that the conferees have
seen fit to travel beyond the scope of their authority. I sup-
ported the Senate bill when it was up for consideration. I
expect to support the point of order made by the able Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Crarx]. As I pointed out a while ago,
if conferees have the power to rewrite a bill and add new
provisions not germane to the bill under their consideration
then the Senate had better abandon its prerogatives and let
conferees draft our laws.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, in view of the knowledge of the
Senator from Kansas on this matter, I wish to ask him a
guestion. I realize that the Senator from Kansas is an expert
on the subject matter of this legislation. I wish publicly to
express my appreciation to the Senator for the deep and pro-
longed interest he has taken in this very complex problem.
I know that he has worked diligently and consistently in
order to bring this legislation to the attention of the Senate.

I have a file on this particular matter, part of which con-
sists of correspondence from the trucking associations. They
seem to be a little disturbed. They ask me this question: Is it
the intent of this legislation to exempt motor-vehicle opera-
tions within terminal areas from the regulations of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, or is it intended simply to
shift the responsibility of complying with the regulations
from the person performing the service to the carrier for
whom the service is performed?

Mr. REED. The answer to the question of my very good
friend the Senator from New York, for whom I have a deep
affection, is that terminal operations which are purely termi-
nal operations are now exempt from regulation, or are consid-
ered as part of the regulation attaching to the carrier for
which the service is performed. In other words, if a railroad
company operates into Jersey City, ferrying across the river is
considered a part of the line-haul operations of the railroad.
If delivery is by truck, it is considered as a terminal opera- -
tion, purely local in character, and now exempt from regula-
tion, except as it may be a part of the general transportation
performed by the carrier for which the service is performed.
Have I made that clear?

Mr. MEAD. Yes. Would the Senator say that the status
of the terminal, local, or intrastate operation will remain as it
now is?

Mr. REED. That is correct. I will say to the Senator
from New York that I happen fo hold in my hand a printed
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circular issued by the common-carrier division of the Ameri-

. can Trucking Association, which is the largest in the country,

in which it announces that it is for the bill and wants it
passed, I also hold in my hand a circular issued by the
contract-carrier division of the American Trucking Asso-
ciation, which is representative of more trucking interests
than any other similar organization in the country, in which
it states that it is for the bill. So far as we know, there is
no opposition to the bill except from a limited number of
water carriers. I hope the opposition does net come from
the Great Lakes Region, in which the Senator is so definitely
interested.

Tomorrow, when the Senate convenes, if I can obtain the
floor in my own right, I shall discuss this question. We have
written into the bill more protection for the water carriers
than they have ever had in any law on the statute books.
Tomorrow, when I obtain the floor in my own right, I shall
not be as generous as was the Senator from Louisiana, who
permitted the floor to be taken from him for 2 hours after
he obtained it. I shall undertake to demonstrate, by refer-
ence to the various paragraphs and sections, how we have
protected the water carriers to a greater degree than they
have ever been protected by any statute passed by Congress.

That is my answer to all the criticism. -I am glad that my
good friend the senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVER-
TcN] is present. I challenge any opposite or different con-
clusion. We have put into the bill more protective sections
than the water carriers have ever had before.

Mr. MEAD. Before the Senator takes his seat, and while
he is discussing water carriers, I wonder if he will comment
briefly on the following statement from a representative of
the Longshoremen’s Association, for whom I have a great
affection.

Mr. REED. Does the Senator refer to a C. I. O. union or
an A. F. of L. organization?

Mr. MEAD. This is the International Longshoremen'’s
Association, affiliated with the American Federation of Labor,
Its representative makes this statement:

This means that water carriers may be forced by the Interstate
Commerce Commission to base their rates on higher railroad costs,
Buch a procedure would mean ruin to the water-carrier industry,
The mere prospect of the enactment of this bill has already caused

many water-carrier companies to withhold plans for expansion and
the employment of additional workers.

I am of the opinion that probably he is not familiar with
the language contained in the conference report. As I inter-
pret it, it will not adversely affect the water carriers, as he
indicates in his letter; but I should like to have the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas tell us whether or not the
higher rates necessary to compensate the railroads will be a
standard to determine the rate structure as it affects the
water carriers.

Mr. REED. We absolutely forbid that in the bill. I wrote
to Mr. Curran—is that the name of the man who wrote to
the Senator?

Mr. MEAD. No. This letter was written by Joseph P.
Ryan.

Mr. REED. I also received a letter from him. I wrote
both those gentlemen that they ought to know better. There
are not as many longshoremen in Kansas as there are in
New York. Fortunately, I am not a candidate for reelection
this year, as is the Senator from New York. I wrote hoth
those men and told them that they should know what is the
matter with the longshoremen. American tonnage has been
sold abroad to take the place of commercial tonnage sunk in
the war to such an extent that it is difficult to find enough
bottoms to handle the coastal and intercoastal traffic of this
country; and naturally that is what is the matter with long-
shoremen, and not this bill.

Tomorrow, if I have an opportunity in my own time, I
shall deal with that question. I have my remarks written
out. I can show the Senator five different places in the bill
where we have written in protective provisions for the water
carriers against any attempt on the part of the Inferstate
Commerce Commission to use railroad rates as a yardstick
or as a measure for water rates. I do not think there would

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

11545

be any attempt to do so anyway, but, to make sure, we have
forbidden it.

Mr. MEAD. If the Senator will be good enough in his
own time tomorrow, will he tell us what is the effect of the
new language in the conference report as compared with
the language contained in the Harrington amendment?
Both the Senator and I are deeply concerned about the
railroads. As the Senator knows, I myself am a former
railroad employee; and I want to be perfectly sure, before
voting for the conference report, that the railroad employees
are adequately protected.

Mr. REED. I myself rode in mail cars as a workingman
for many years.
Mr. MEAD. I know that.

Mr. REED. At times I have been representative and
spokesman for the railroad brotherhoods in Kansas.

We have modified the original provisions of the bill. We
have made provision for railroad labor in the so-called
Harrington amendment—that is, the amendment which was
called the Harrington amendment—which is satisfactory to
all the operating brotherhoods, so far as I know. If there is
any objection to it, I am not aware of it. -

Mr. MEAD. As I understand, they are practically united
in favor of the bill.

Mr. REED. Oh, yes.

Mr. President, I am always very happy to discuss these
matters with my good friend from New York, because he is
a great Senator. He is intelligent, and except for the fact
that he is a Democrat I hope he will be reelected.
[Laughter.]

Mr. MEAD. I wish to say that I am always enlightened,
and usually pleased and satisfied, after a conversation with
my distinguished colleague from Kansas.

As I started to say at the outset, I believe the Senate owes
a debt of gratitude to the chairman of the committee, to the
Senator from Kansas, and to their associates for their dili-
gence and energy in bringing the bill before the Senate.

Mr. REED. Mr. Pressident, before the Senator from New
York takes his seat, let me say that we have worked for 18
months on this matter. When the bill went to conference,
we spent 3 months on it. There were on the conference
committee seven Members of the House and five Members
of the Senate, seven Democrats and five Republicans. Never
was there a time in the conference when there was a single
question of politics or local interest. The discussion was
wholly as to the soundest policy to be followed from the
standpoint of the public interest. I wish to pay a tribute to
my Democratic colleagues on the conference committee,
including the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. TrumMaN].
I have never worked 3 months with seven Democrats who
were more decent chaps than they were or who did a better
job.

Mr. MEAD. I thank the Senator. I know that he has
tried very hard and, to a degree very successfully, to solve
this problem, and to be fair in doing so to all the carriers
involved.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator from New York very
much.

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President, I wish to say a word or two
in regard to the conference report under discussion and the
point of order which is now pending.

Everyone knows the history of this proposed legislation; it
has been told time and again on this floor. The Senate codi-
fied the transportation laws of the country. The bill was
passed by a vote of 70 to 6 in the Senate. When the bill
reached the House that body struck out the Senate bill and
rewrote the whole measure on the basis of amendments to
part I and part II and a completely new part III to affect
waterways,

The conferees were supposed to meet on the 9th of De-
cember. There were only two of us here for the conference
on that date, and it was postponed until the Congress con-
vened in January. The conferees met as soon as possible
after the Congress convened, and proceeded then for 3 months
to consider this proposed legislation. Due to the fact that
the House had stricken outf all after the enacting clause and
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written a completely new bill as an amendment to the Senate
bill, the conferees on the part of the Senate considered that
they were working under the latest ruling on the subject by
Vice President Garner and considered that they could com-
pletely rewrite the whole measure if it became necessary to
do so. We found that certain amendments proposed in the
House and Senate, that is the Miller and Wadsworth amend-
ments would completely nullify the whole bill. So we left
those two amendments out, as we thought we had a right to
do under Vice President Garner’s ruling in 1938 and under
Vice President Dawes’ ruling in 1927. There was not any-
thing else we could do under the circumstances. The confer-
ees on the part of the House took the bill back to the House
and it was sent back to conference with specific instructions
which they could not follow and still frame the measure in
such form that it would work. The House finally agreed
to the conference report, and it is now before the Senate for
consideration. ;

There were certain amendments to the Motor Transport Act
which I desire to explain somewhat in detail. Statements
have been made about changes in the language in various
parts of the bill.

Section 203, paragraphs (14) and (15), have been rewritten
for the sole purpose of eliminating carriers performing
pick-up, delivery, and transfer service. This change was
suggested by the Chairman of the Inferstate Commerce
Commission.

The conferees wish to make it plain that it is not their
intention, by changing the language of paragraphs (14) and
(15) of section 203 to change the legislative intent of the
Congress one iota with respect to definition of common and
contract carriers other than those performing pick-up, deliv-
ery, and transfer service. It is intended that all over-the-
road truckers shall whenever possible fall within the descrip-
fion of common carriers.

It is intended by the definition of contract carriers to limit
that group to those who operate under individual contracts
and who render a specialized service which is required by the
peculiar needs of a particular shipper and who do not come
within the definition of common carriers.

The Interstate Commerce Acf, in section 213 (a) (1),
speaking of the acquisition of one carrier by another, and in
delimiting the powers of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion with respect thereto, provides:

The Commission shall not enter such an order unless it finds that
the transaction proposed will promote the public interest, * *

This section of the Interstate Commerce Act is specifically
repealed by the provisions of the act now under consideration
(sec. 21 (e), conference report), but section 7 of the pending
bill amends section 5 (2) (b) of the Interstate Commerce Act,
as follows:

The Commission shall not enter such an order unless it finds

that the transaction proposed will be consistent with the public
interest.

The proviso in section 213 of the present law is not in any
way affected. That proviso reads:

Provided, however, That if a carrier other than a motor carrier
is an applicant, or any person which is controlled by such a car-
rier other than a motor carrier or affiliated therewith within the
meaning of section 5 (8) of part I, the Commission shall not enter

such an order unless it finds that the transaction proposed will
promote—

The report changes the words “will promote” to “will be
in"_
the public interest by enabling such carrier other than a motor
carrier to use service by motor vehicle to public advantage in its
cperations and will not unduly restrain competition.

To the new language in section 7 of the pending bill the
conferees intend shall be given the identical meaning which
was given to the older language in section 213. Lest there
may result some future misunderstanding, we wish to make it
clear that it is our intent that the language employed in the
bill now under consideration shall have the same legal force
and effect as that found in the section repealed, to wit, section
213 (a) (1),

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

SEPTEMBER 5

Mr. President, in urging adoption of the conference re-
port, I do not suggest that the measure, as it now stands,
represents a finished job. There still are many other things
that will require legislation before we shall have established
a real national transportation policy under which all forms
of transportation may develop naturally and soundly, before
investors in all types of transportation are treated equally
under the law, and before we really have made the country
secure in enjoyment of adequate transportation, developed
and maintaiffed through private and individual investment.
But enactment of this measure into law at least will be
a sound first step toward accomplishment of such ends. Its
approval involves taking no step that will need to be re-
traced. To defer its approval will involve further delay in
taking first steps, already too long postponed, to correct evils
and weaknesses, in connection with the present transporta-
tion situation, which everybody recognizes and admits are
adverse to the general interest.

No one questions the statement that rail transportation is
essential in our national economy. No one thinks that it
can be economically supplanted by any other existing form
of transportation. Establishment of conditions under which
rail transportation may be sustained on a sound basis there-
fore is a primary consideration. Such conditions are im-
portant, not only so that those who need and require rail
transportation may be secure in its enjoyment, not only be-
cause it should be supplied with charges as low as are rea-
sonably possible, and not only because of the right of the
million railroad employees to reasonable protection in their
employment, but also because of the interest of those who
have furnished the capital with which our railroads have
been built, and upon whose continued interest in railroad
investment we must depend for the physical improvements
for which changing conditions will call.

This measure fails to dispose of numerous highly impor-
tant things which I had hoped would be treated. I am sure
they will be treated adequately by the Congress subsequently,
I hope that it will be my privilege then to aid in influencing
constructive action to correct numerous conditions this
measure does not reach.

Among the other respects in which it is not complete, is
its failure more adequately to protect honest railroad in-
vestment. If we really mean to preserve private owner-
ship of railroads, we must give some thought to the inter-
est of those who own the railroads, along with our considera-
tion of the interest of those who use the railroads, and the
interest of those who work on the railroads. This measure
does not adequately treat the rights or interests of the
1,000,000 railroad stockholders, nor those of the 1,000,000
bondholders. I do not suggest that these interests should be
treated first. I maintain that the general public interest in
adequate and low-cost transportation should have first place,
but the public interest may be advanced without ignoring
legitimate investment interests, After all, the 2,000,000 in-
dividual investors are the private owners of the railroads,
and proper consideration of their interest is necessary to
permanent maintenance of our system of private ownership.
These men and women—and half of them are women—have
made an investment in a great public enterprise. Their
investments—product of their thrift and savings—should
not be ignored. In addition to the individual holders of
railroad securities, there is also the interest of 50,000,000
insurance policyholders, who jointly have a stake of $3,300,-
000,000 in the railroad industry through investment of in-
surance reserves in railroad bonds. They all have already
sustained huge losses, and these have been individual losses.
They have every right to expect that the Congress finally
will give their rights and interests the same due considera-
tion that it gives to_shippers and travelers, to labor, and
every other group in the whole body of our citizenship. I
regret that this measure falls short in that respect, as it
does in several others. But it is at least a good start in
the right direction, and delay in making that start will not
make completion of the whole job easier.

The Interstate Commerce Committee of the Senate has
considered legislation which is intended for the protection
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of railroad investors. That was known as the railroad re-
organization bill which passed the Senate unanimously.
That bill has been delayed in the Judiciary Committee of the
other House, and I do not see any prospect of its coming out
at the present session. If that bill were to become a law, it
would materially help in correcting a great many of the
evils which the bill we now have under consideration will
not correct.

I urge on the Senate that they take into consideration the
work the committee of the Senate has done toward creating
a transportation policy for the country, which is what Senate
bill 2009 is intended to do. That is what the conference re-
port is intended to do. If the point of order is sustained—
and we had every reason to believe we were working within
the rules of the Senate when we rewrote the conference re-
port—this legislation will be out of the window, and we shall
have no chance even to start a transportation policy for the
country,

COAST GUARD NOMINATIONS

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, it is obvious that the
Senate cannot conclude the discussion of this matter today,
so I think it might suspend now.

There is no Executive Calendar so far as appointments are
concerned. Therefore, I shall not move that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of executive business; but I ask, as
in executive session, that certain routine appointments in
the Coast Guard reported today by the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Bamey] from the Committee on Commerce
be confirmed, and that the President be notified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none. The nominations are confirmed en bloc,
and the President will be notified.

CARROLL L, WILSON

Mr. BARKELEY. I also ask unanimous consent, as in exec-
utive session, that the nomination of Carroll L. Wilson to bhe
Assistant Director of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic
Commerce, also reported today by the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. BaiLey], be confirmed, and that the President
be notified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

LUKE A. WESTENBERGER—VETO MESSAGE (S. DOC. NO, 275)

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the
following message from the President of the United States,
which was read, and, with the accompanying bill, referred
to the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate:

I return herewith, without my approval, S. 419, an act for
the relief of Luke A. Westenberger,

It is the purpose of the bill to authorize and direct the
Employees’ Compensation Commission to receive and con-
sider the claim of Luke A. Westenberger, of Gettysburg, Pa.,
for the loss of his left eye as the result of an injury on May
27, 1936, allegedly sustained in the performance of his duties
at Gettysburg College while a recipient of student aid under
the National Youth Administration.

The National Youth Administration was established within
the Works Progress Administration by Executive order dated
June 26, 1935, under authority of the Emergency Relief
Appropriation Act of 1935, and at the time of Mr. Westen-
berger’s injury, there was no Federal statute authorizing the
payment of injury compensation to persons receiving student
aid under the National Youth Administration. Limited com-
pensation benefits were authorized in such cases by the
Emergency Relief Appropriation Act for the fiscal year begin-
ning July 1, 1937. Since the injury compensation provisions
of that act were not made to apply retroactively, compensa-
tion could not be awarded in this case by the Employees’
Compensation Commission.

Mr. Westenberger was only one of a considerable number
of National Youth Administration workers who were injured
in the course of their employment prior to the granting of
benefits in such cases; and no provision for injury compensa-
tion having been made for these other workers, approval of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

11547

this bill would create an unwarranted exception in the case
of Mr. Westenberger,

A still more important objection fo the bill is found in the
fact that its approval would run counter to our present policy
of nonpayment of compensation for injuries sustained by
National Youth Administration workers. While compensa-
tion was paid in such cases during the fiscal years 1937, 1938,
and 1939, Congress, after further consideration of this mat-
ter, established the present policy (as reflected in the Emer-
gency Relief Appropriation Acts for the fiscal years 1940 and
1941) of making no provision for payments of this character.

It seems to me, therefore, that I am justified in withholding
my approval from the bill, not only on account of the absence
of authority for paying injury compensation to any National
Youth Administration worker at the time of the injury in this
case, but because of the lack of such authority for paying
compensation in the case of any injury that might occur at
the present time.

I feel compelled, for the reasons above indicated, to with-
hold my approval from the bill.

FraNgLIN D. ROOSEVELT.

The Waxite Housk, Seplember 5, 1940.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER, as in executive session, laid
before the Senate messages from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations, which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate
proceedings.)

RECESS

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Senate take a recess until
12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 4 o’clock and 16 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday, Sep-
tember 6, 1940, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Ezecutive nominations received by the Senate September 5
(legislative day of August 5), 1940

PosTMASTER GENERAL

Frank C. Walker, of Pennsylvania, to be Postmaster
General.
CoasT AND GEODETIC SURVEY

The following-named employees of the Coast and Gaodetic
Survey to the positions indicated:
TO BE AID (WITH RELATIVE RANK OF ENSIGN IN THE NAVY) BY

PROMOTION FROM DECK OFFICER

Don Arden Jones, of Michigan, vice Kenneth S. Ulm,
promoted.

David Mullendore Whipp, of California, vice Edmund L.
Jones, promoted.

Francis Xavier Popper, of Illinois, vice William C. Russell,
promoted.

Harry Day Reed, Jr., of South Carolina, vice Junius T.
Jarman, promoted.

CoastT GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES

Jerry Barton Hoag to be a professor (temporary), with
the rank of lieutenant commander, in the Coast Guard of
the United States, to take effect from date of oath.

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY
TO BE COLONEL WITH RANK FROM AUGUST 27, 1940

Lt. Col. William Middleton Grimes, Cavalry.
TO BE LIEUTENANT COLONELS WITH RANK FROM AUGUST 18, 1940

Maj. Lemuel Paul Crim, Ordnance Department.

Maj. John Fulton Reynolds Scott, Judge Advocate General’s
Department.

Maj. Newton Withington Speece, Infantry.

Maj. Frank Glenn Potts, Infantry,

Maj. Norbert Cecil Manley, Field Artillery.

Maj. John Henry Baxter, Infantry.

Maj. Ridgway Pancoast Smith, Infantry.

Maj. Wallace Earle Hackett, Infantry.
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Maj.
Maj.
Maj.
Maj.
Mayj.
Maj.

William Lane Tydings, Infantry.
Ernest Klein White, Quartermaster Corps.
Thomas Dorrington Wadelton, Cavalry.
B. Conn Anderson, Field Artillery.
William James Henry, Ordnance Department.
Clyde Deans Parmelee, Field Artillery.

Maj. Stanley George Backman, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Ray Calhoun Montgomery, Field Artillery, subject to
examination required by law.

Maj. Grattan Herbert McCafferty, Infantry.

Maj. William Henry Crosson, Corps of Engineers,

Maj. George William West, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. James Edward Morrisette, Judge Advocate General’s
Department.

Maj. Augustus Spencer Harrison, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. William Franecis Dalton, Infantry.

Maj. Harry Coleman Snyder, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. William Robert Buckley, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Paul Daniel Connor, Infantry.

Maj. George Byron Norris, Infantry.

Maj. Frederic Von Mohl Dyer, Infantry.

Maj. John Nettleton Johnson, Jr., Infantry.

Maj. Ralph Reynolds Seger, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Malcolm Robert Cox, Field Artillery.

Maj. Arthur James Perry, Finance Department,

Maj. Arthur Floyd, Infantry.

Maj. Ingomar Marcus Oseth, Infantry.

Maj. William Alexander Cunningham, Infantry.

Maj. George Leroy King, Infantry.

Maj. Rumsey Campbell, Field Artillery.

Maj. Arthur Pierson McGee, Infantry.

Maj. Frank Bishop Lammons, Infantry.

Maj. John Rice Eden, Infantry.

Maj. Henry Harmeling, Judge Advocate General’s Depart-
ment.

Maj. Paul DuPont Strong, Infantry,

Maj. Chester Price Haycock, Finance Department.

Maj. Charles Orval Thrasher, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Orryl Samuel Robles, Infantry.

Maj. Frank M. Moore, Infantry.

Maj. Earl Alva Hyde, Field Artillery.

Maj. James David Andrews, Jr., Corps of Engineers.
©  Maj. John Nash, Field Artillery.

Maj. Horatio Gano Fairbanks, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Bernard Joseph Finan, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Caesar Rodney Roberts, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. William Aloysius Rounds, Judge Advocate General’s
Department.

Maj. William B. Weston, Field Artillery.

Maj. Claire Elwood Hutchin, Infantry.

Maj. Delbert Ausmus, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. Frank Eugene Shaw, Judge Advocate General’s
Department.

Maj. Frank Elijah Linnell, Infantry.

Maj. John Summerfield Vincent, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. George Nicholl Randolph, Infantry.

Maj. Benjamin Bussey Lattimore, Field Artillery.

Maj. Charles Simonton Brice, Judge Advocate General’s
Department.

Maj. Herbert William Schmid, Infantry.

Maj. Elliott Vandevanter, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Lloyd Leslie Hamilton, Infantry.

Maj. Eustace Maduro Peixotto, Infantry.

Maj. Watson Longan McMorris, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. Arthur Walter Penrose, Infantry.

Maj. Julian Hurlburt Gist, Infantry.

Maj. Armin Ferdinand Herold, Air Corps (temporary lieu-
tenant colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. Joseph Church, Infantry.

Maj. Lewis Coleman Gordon, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Clinton Enos Fenters, Infantry, subject to examina=-
tion required by law.

Maj. Hubert Don Hoover,
Department.

Maj. Theodore Wyman, Jr., Corps of Engineers.

Judge Advocate General's
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Maj. John Russel Fountain, Infantry.

Maj. Elmer Royal Block, Field Artillery.

Maj. William John Niederpruem, Infantry.

Maj. Nels Gustaf Sandelin, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Elmer Sharpe Van Benschoten, Field Artillery.

Maj. Charles Waldemar Seifert, Infantry.

Maj. Ralph Pollock, Jr., Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Otto Harwood, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Eugene Vincent Behan, Infantry.

Maj. Carl Christian Andersen, Infantry.

Maj. Hubbard Errette Dooley, Infantry.

Maj. Robert Charles Hunter, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Roye Pannehecker Gerfen, Cavalry.

Maj. Thomas Everett May, Infaniry.

Maj. George Harrison Stuts, Field Artillery.

Maj. Gordon Cushing Day, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Robert Scott Miller, Infantry.

Maj. Harry Briggs Vaughan, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Frederick William Adams, Infantry.

Maj. Ernest August Guillemet, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. John Frank Zajicek, Corps of Engineers, subject to
examination required by law.

Maj. John Albion Chase, Field Artillery.

Maj. Henry Edward Tisdale, Field Artillery.

Maj. Walter Gilbert Layman, Infantry.

Maj. Paul Gerhardt Rutten, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. William Carrick Braly, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. James Washington Curtis, Infantry.

Maj. Forrest Edward Ambrose, Infantry.

Maj. Thomas Morris Jervey, Ordnance Department, sub-
ject to examination required by law.

Maj. Frank Packard Coffin, Infantry.

Maj. John Russell Young, Field Artillery.

Maj. Earl Newell Hackney, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Morris Easton Conable, Coast Artillery Corps.

Mayj. Jack Wesley Howard, Infantry.

Maj. Alston Pringle Rhett, Field Artillery.

Maj. Samuel Francis Howard, Infantry.

Maj. Asa Herman Skinner, Ordnance Department.

Maj. David McDougald Shearer, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Edward Avery Austin, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Charles Dayton Carle, Infantry.

Maj. Fred Anthony McMahon, Ordnance Department.

Maj. Hartwell Newton Williams, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. James Leslie McIlhenny, Field Artillery.

Maj. Leslie Rudisill Forney, Infantry.

Maj. Thornton Chase, Infantry.

Maj. Harry Wright Hill, Corps of Engineers, subject to
examination required by law.

Maj. Joseph Leo Connolly, Infantry, subject to examination
required by law.

Maj. Robert Wilkin McBride, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. Charles Addison Pursley, Air Corps (temporary lieu-
tenant colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. Bert S. Wampler, Infantry.

Maj. Henry Tureman Allen, Cavalry, subject to examina-
tion required by law.

Maj. Charles Franklin Johnson, Infantry.

Maj. Carl Herbert Odeen, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Tryon Mason Shepherd, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Adam Richmond, Judge Advocate General’s Depart-
ment.

Maj. Winfield Orval Shrum, Infantry.

Maj. Paul Roy Guthrie, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Arthur Musser Sheets, Field Artillery.

Maj. Ernest FPranklin Dukes, Cavalry.

Maj. Thomas Willis Jones, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Senius John Raymond, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Ira Edgar Ryder, Infantry.

Maj. Herbert Randolph Roberts, Infantry.

Maj. Charles Francis Frost Cooper, Infantry.

Maj. Frank Ward, Infantry.

Maj. Charles Conrad Brown, Field Artillery.

Maj. Harold Edward Potter, Infantry.

Maj. Rufus Boylan, Quartermaster Corps.
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Maj. Charles Clinton Griffin, Infantry.

Maj. Willard Lapham Smith, Infantry.

Maj. Clarence Charles Fenn, Judge Advocate General’s
Department.

Maj. George Luke Usher, Air Corps (temporary lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. George H. Cushman, Jr., Field Artillery.

Maj. Andrew Thomas Knight, Infantry.

Maj. William Lackey Mays, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. John Patrick Welch, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Robert Morris Copeland, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Harold Sidney Johnson, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. Daniel Bernard Cullinane, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Llewellyn deWaele Tharp, Infantry, subject to exami-
nation required by law.

Maj. Owen Summers, Infantry.

Maj. Edward Chambers Betts, Judge Advocate General’s
Department.

Maj. George Randall Wells, Infantry.

Maj. Thomas Ernest Campbell, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. William George Walker, Infantry.

Maj. Peyton Winlock, Field Artillery.

Maj. George Mortimer Couper, Infantry.

Maj. Abraham Max Lawrence, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. Frank Thornton Addington, Infantry, subject to
examination required by law.

Maj. Paul Ernest Leiber, Infantry.

Maj. William Bernard Lowery, Infantry.

Maj. James Francis Strain, Infantry.

Maj. Francis Norton Neville, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Harry Lynn Henkle, Infantry.

Maj. Merrifield Graham Martling, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Ralph Brundidge Lovett, Adjutant General’s Depart-
ment.

Maj. Austin Webb Lee, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Robert Emory Swab, Infantry.

Maj. Lewis Andrew Pick, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Oscar Stanley Smith, Infantry.

Maj. Joseph Henry Davidson, Air Corps (temporary lieu-
tenant colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. John McDowall, Field Artillery.

Maj. Walter Cox Rathbone, Infantry.

Maj. Harry Watson Bolan, Infantry.

Maj. George Bagby Campbell, Judge Advocate General’s
Department,

Maj. Harry Martin Andrews, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Chauncey McCullough Lyons, Infantry, subject to
examination required by law.

Maj. Edward Phillip Wadden, Infantry.

Maj. Paul Miller Ellman, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. John Edward Doyle, Infantry.

Maj. Paul Jones Mathis, Air Corps (temporary lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. George Edward Jacobs, Infantry,

Maj. Frank Ellsworth Brokaw, Infantry.

Maj. Beverly Allison Shipp, Infantry.

Maj. Walter Kendall Wheeler, Jr., Infantry.

Maj. Eugene Nelson Frakes, Infantry.

Maj. Robert Oliver Shoe, Infantry.

Maj. Charles Crisp Morgan, Infantry.

Maj. Ellis Edward Haring, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Malcolm Everett Craig, Infantry.

Maj. Roland Thorpe Fenton, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Albert Brengle Helsley, Infantry.

Maj. Milton Orme Boone, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Perry Edward Taylor, Cavalry.

Maj. Walter Daugherty McCord, Infantry,

Maj. Matthew Hall Jones, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. James Esmond Matthews, Infantry.

Maj. Wiiliam Richard Bent, Infantry, subject to examina-
tion required by law.

Maj. Harry Jefferson Farner, Infantry,

Maj. Lawrence Slade, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Samuel Lynn Dunlop, Infantry.
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Maj. Joseph Wheeler Starkey, Infantry, subject to exam-
ination required by law.

Maj. Harrington Willson Cochran, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. Leo Joseph Dillon, Ordnance Department.

Maj. John Merle Weir, Judge Advocate General’s Depart-
ment.

Maj.

Maj.

Maj.

Samuel Clifton Cratch, Quartermaster Corps,
Hubert Ward Beyette, Quartermaster Corps.
James Monroe Morris, Infantry.

Maj. Elbridge Colby, Infantry.

Maj. Herbert Hatchett Blackwell, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. Richard Adams Knight, Field Artillery.

Maj. Roy Victor Rickard, Infantry.

Maj. Alfred Volckman Ednie, Infantry.

Maj. Lee Vernado Hunnicutt, Infantry.

Maj. Otto Gresham Trunk, Air Corps (temporary lieuten-
ant colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. William Russell Frost, Field Artillery,

Maj. Ear]l LeVerne Lyons, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Franklin Prague Shaw, Judge Advocate General’s
Department.

Maj. Lawrence Lee Simpson, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Howard Haines Cloud, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Louis William Eggers, Infantry.

Maj. Charlie Anthony Valverde, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Francis Egan, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Fred Ivan Gilbert, Ordnance Department.

Maj. Charles William Mays, Field Artillery, subject to
examination required by law.

Maj. William Pinckney Bledsoe, Field Artillery.

Maj. James Carlisle Patterson, Field Artillery.

Maj. John Joseph Nealon, Infantry.

Maj. Maurice Vernon Patton, Field Artillery.

Maj. Walter Thomas Gorton, Ordnance Department.

Maj. Arthur Vanderpool Winton, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. Alexander Hill Cummings, Infantry.

Maj. Blaisdell Cain Kennon, Infantry.

Maj. Walter Carroll Ellis, Signal Corps.

Maj. Leslie Johnathan Cartwright, Infantry.

Maj. Harland Fisher Seeley, Infantry.

Maj. Wallace Chace Steiger, Finance Department.

Maj. John Huston Church, Infantry.

Maj. Harold Baxter Crowell, Infantry.

Maj. Harold Eugene Eastwood, Cavalry.

Maj. Gilbert Taylor Collar, Air Corps (temporary lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. Chester Carlton Westfall, Infantry.

Maj. William Langley Wharton, Infantry.

Maj. Henry Herbert Cameron, Cavalry.

Maj. William Otis Poindexter, Infantry.

Maj. Anthony Power Lagorio, Infantry.

Maj. Lamar Weaver, Infantry.

Maj. Benjamin Franklin Giles, Air Corps (temporary lieu-
tenant colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. Ernest Clifton Adkins, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Lee Huber, Infantry.

Maj. Alexander Leggett Morris, Infantry.

Maj. Arthur Hurd Lee, Field Artillery.

Maj. Thomas Green Poland, Infantry.

Maj. Robert Henry Crosby, Field Artillery.

Maj. Thomas Deweese Davis, Infantry,

Maj. John Liggat Tunstall, Finance Department.

Maj. George Lyman Prindle, Infantry.

Maj. Leslie Walter Brown, Infantry.

Maj. Tobin Cornelius Rote, Infantry.

Maj. Owen Meredith Marshburn, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Reading Wilkinson, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Nicholas Hamner Cobbs, Finance Department,

Maj. Pierre Mallett, Field Artillery.

Maj. David Eugene Barnett, Infantry.

Maj. Earle Albie Johnson, Infantry.

Maj. Edgar Harland Keltner, Infantry, subject to exam-
ination required by law.

Mayj. Jesse Andrew Rogers, Jr., Ordnance Department,

Maj. Furman Walker Hardee, Infantry.
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Maj. Ben Haw Lowry, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Charles Peter Lynch, Infantry.

Maj. Edward Crews Black, Air Corps (temporary lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. William Burbridge Yancey, Infantry.

Maj. Raymond Leroy Shoemaker, Infantry.

Maj. Shirley Wiggins McIlwain, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. John Phillip Scott, Cavalry.

Maj. Charles August Hoss, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Andrew Christian Tychsen, Infantry.

Maj. George James Burns Fisher, Chemical Warfare
Service.

Maj. Laurence Mickel, Infaniry.

Maj. Robert Jochn Wallace, Infantry.

Maj. John Swan Moore, Infantry.

Maj. Henry Earl Minton, Ordnance Department.

Maj. Lovic Pierce Hodnette, Infantry, subject to examina=-
tion required by law.

Maj. Arthur S. Champeny, Infantry.

Maj. John Hamilton Cochran, Infantry.

Maj. Lloyd William Goeppert, Coast Artillery Corps.

Maj. William Michener, Field Artillery.

Maj. Don Norris Holmes, Infantry.

Maj. Letcher Ogle Grice, Quartermaster Corps. -

Maj. Alexander Jesse MacNab, Infantry.

Maj. Walter Hibbard, Infantry.

Maj. Chauncey Aubrey Bennett, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Brisbane Hanks Brown, Quartermaster Corps, subject
to examination required by law.

Maj. Charles Andrew Robinson, Infantry.

Maj. John Peter Neu, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Joe Shurlock Underwood, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Henry William Robinson, Infantry, subject to exami-
nation required by law.

Mayj. Clarence John Blake, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Harry Dennis Furey, Infantry.

Maj. Charles Henry Wilson, Infantry.

Maj. Richard Mathews Sandusky, Infentry,

Maj. Ernest Francis Boruski, Infantry.

Maj. Harold Mays Tague, Infantry.

Maj. John Walker Henson, Infantry.

Maj. Eugene Arthur Regnier, Cavalry.

Maj. Joseph James Canella, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Walter Alexander Wood, Jr., Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Charles McKinley Kemp, Infantry.

Maj. Raymond Cecil Hamilton, Infantry.

Maj. Charles Herbert Karlstad, Infantry.

Maj. Jasper Morris Groves, Infantry.

Maj. Norris Adron Wimberley, Infantry.

Maj. Orlen Nelson Thompson, Adjutant General’s Depart-
ment.

Maj. Curtis Loyd Stafford, Cavalry.

Maj. Joseph Aloysius St. Louis, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Joseph Saddler Dougherty, Infantry.

Maj. Clarence Ronald Peck, Infanfry.

Maj. Clarence Harvey Bragg, Infantry,

Maj. Paul Rutherford Knight, Infantry.

Maj. DeWitt Clinton Smith, Jr., Infantry, subject to exami-
nation required by law.

Maj. John Curtis Newton, Infantry.

Maj. Graeme Gordon Parks, Infantry.

Maj. Edwin Paull Ketchum, Corps of Engineers,

Maj. Frank Lee McCoy, Infantry.

Maj. Cyril Clifton Chandler, Infantry.

Maj. James Francis Clark Hyde, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Robert James Kirk, Jr., Infantry.

Maj. Leo Alexander Bessette, Infantry, subject to exam-
ination required by law.

Maj. James Wellington Younger, Quartermaster Corps.

-Maj. Amory Vivion Eliot, Signal Corps.

Maj. James Clarence Reed, Infantry, subject to examina-
tion required by law.

Maj. Benjamin Mills Crenshaw, Infantry.

Maj. Robert Kauch, Air Corps (femporary lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps),
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Arthur Riehl Wilson, Field Artillery.
John Major Reynolds, Field Artillery.
Bickford Edward Sawyer, Finance Department.
Irwin Samuel Dierking, Quartermaster Corps.
Joseph Bartholomew Conmy, Infantry.

Maj. William Randolph Watson, Infantry.

Maj. Collin Stafford Myers, Infantry, subject to examina-
tion required by law.

Maj. William Herschel Middleswart, Quartermaster Corps.

Maj. Frank Sims Mansfield, Infantry.

Maj. Ralph Nemo, Infantry.

Maj. Ross Franklin Cole, Air Corps (temporary lieutenant
colonel, Air Corps).

Maj. Kenneth Smith Anderson, Infantry, subject to exam-
ination required by law.

Maj. John Pinnix Lake, Infantry.

Maj. Heston Rarick Cole, Corps of Engineers.

Maj. Russel Burton Reynolds, Infantry.

Maj. Paul Clarence Boylan, Field Artillery.

Maj. Ralph Floyd Love, Infantry.

Maj. William Irving Sherwocd, Infantry.

Maj. Charles Wilkes Christenberry, Adjutant General’s
Department.

Maj. Charles Andrew Beaucond, Field Artillery.

Maj. Stewart Franklin Miller, Adjutant General’s Depart-
ment,

Maj.

Maj.

Maj.

Maj.
Maj.
Maj.
Maj.
Maj.

Hugh Campbell Parker, Infantry.
Loyal Moyer Haynes, Field Artillery.
Floyd Marshall, Infantry.

Maj. William Carey Lee, Infantry.

Maj. Cecil John Gridley, Infantry.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES
GENERAL OFFICERS

Maj. Gen. Ellard Arthur Walsh, Minnesota National Guard,
to be major general, National Guard of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Gordon Cloyd Hollar, Towa National Guard, to
be brigadier general, National Guard of the United States.

POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA

Virgil B. Gross to be pestmaster at Pisgah, Ala., in place of
L. J. Arnold. Incumbent’s commission expired April 25, 1940.

James E. Reid to be postmaster at Scottsboro, Ala., in place
of P. B. Snodgrass. Incumbent’s commission expired April 9,
1940.

CALIFORNIA

Irene J. Haley to be postmaster at Associated, Calif., in
place of W. L. Haley. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb-
ruary 5, 1940,

Nathan L. Rannells to be postmaster at La Jolla, Calif., in
place of N. L. Rannells. Incumbent’s commission expired
March 19, 1939,

Loren R. Cloud to be postmaster at Los Alamitos, Calif.
Office became Presidential July 1, 1938.

Joel Marshall Luck to be postmaster at Manteca, Calif., in
place of C. E. Fox, deceased.

Clara Belle Daly to be postmaster at Montrose, Calif., in
place of C. B. Daly. Incumbent’s commission expired May 10,
1940.

CONNECTICUT

Evelyn M. Dwyer to be postmaster at Short Beach, Conn.,

in place of 1. H. Charlotte, resigned.

FLORIDA

Bernice Parham to be postmaster at Lacoochee, Fla., in
place of Bernice Parham. Incumbent’s commission expired
July 1, 1939,

GEORGIA

Lige Corbitt to be postmaster at Willacoochee, Ga., in place
of M, E. Pearson, Incumbent’s commission expired March 18,
1940.

ILLINOIS

Frank R. Dalton to be postmaster at Aurora, 111, in place of
F. R. Dalton. Incumbent’s commission expired March 20,
1939, )
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Walter A. Homrich to be postmaster at Galena, Ill,, in place
of W. L. Reed, deceased.

IOWA

Elmer J. Hylbak to be postmaster in Lake Mills, Towa, in
place of E. J. Hylbak. Incumbent’s commission expired April
3, 1940.

Wallace G. Surface to be postmaster at Thurman, Iowa, in
place of G. R. Shipley, resigned.

Leo E. Williams to be postmaster at Tingley, Jowa. Office
became Presidential July 1, 1938.

KANSAS

Henry F. Schmidt to be postmaster at Dodge City, Kans.,
in place of H. F, Schmidt. Incumbent’s commission expired
March 4, 1940.

Harold B. Iliff to be postmaster at Strong, Kans., in place
of H. B. Iliff. Incumbent’s commission expired July 27, 1939.

Howard R. Hartman to be postmaster at Toronto, Kans.,
in place of G. F. Popkess, deceased.

KENTUCKY

John C. Bassett to be postmaster at Earlington, Ky., in place
of G. W. Mothershead. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 1, 1938.

Charles V. Tingue to be postmaster at Wayland, Ky., in
place of B. F. Shepard. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 21, 1940,

LOUISIANA

Leo J. Nohe to be postmaster at Jennings, La., in place of
Overton Gauthier. Incumbent’s commission expired June 6,
1938.

Simon E. Tate to be postmaster at Mamou, La.
became Presidential July 1, 1940.

MARYLAND

C. Howard Brown to be postmaster at Bladensburg, Md.
Office became Presidential July 1, 1940.

James F, Faulkner to be postmaster at Lansdowne, Md., in
place of J. H. Reinhardt, retired.

MICHIGAN

Margaret M. Moore to be postmaster at Bloomfield Hills,
Mich., in place of W. M. Story, resigned.

Daniel Riordan to be postmaster at Crystal Falls, Mich,, in
place of T. T. Hurja, resigned.

Henry Matthews to be postmaster at Lexington, Mich., in
place of Henry Matthews. Incumbent’s commission expired
June 25, 1940,

Ben M. McElhinney to be postmaster at Snover, Mich., in
place of L. A, McElhinney, retired.

MINNESOTA

Clarence E. Paulson to be postmaster at Princeton, Minn.,
in place of F. C. Keith. Incumbent’s commission expired
June 25, 1940.

Office

MISSISSIPPI

John N. Truitt to be postmaster at Minter City, Miss.,
in place of J. N. Truitt. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 20, 1940.

MISSOURI

Monroe A. Fields to be postmaster at Humansville, Mo., in
place of Z. B. Reynolds. Incumbent’s commission expired
June 25, 1940.

R. Lancelot West to be postmaster at Monticello, Mo.
Office became Presidential July 1, 1939.

MONTANA

Grace J, Senef to be postmaster at Denton, Mont., in place
of G. M. Ramsey. Incumbent’s commission expired June
25, 1940.

Leo R. Spogen to be postmaster at Red Lodge, Mont., in
place of L. H. Tooley, deceased.

James E. Babbitt to be postmaster at Victor, Mont., in
place of F. W. Tucker, removed.

NEW JERSEY

Anne C. Smith to be postmaster at North Hackensack, N. J.,
in place of A. C. Smith. Incumbent’s commission expired
February 14, 1940.
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NORTH CAROLINA
Hayden R. Millsaps to be postmaster at Stony Point,
N. C,, in place of D. L. Hines, transferred.
NORTH DAKOTA
Frank W, Kelly to be postmaster at Devils Lake, N. Dak.,
in place of F. W. Kelly. Incumbent’s commission expired
June 17, 1940.
OREGON
Charles A. Purcell to be postmaster at Troutdale, Oreg.,
in place of C. A, Purcell. Incumbent’s commission expired
July 19, 1939.
PENNSYLVANIA

Jasper M, Wolf to be postmaster at Akron, Pa., in place of
A. W. Fritz, Incumbent’s commission expired May 28, 1939.

Ellis L. Lynch to be postmaster at McConnellsburg, Pa., in
place of E. L. Lynch. Incumbent’s commission expired June
17, 1940.

Robert E. Bell to be postmaster at Mount Union, Pa., in
place of J. K. Wiley, deceased. 2

Helen M, Rowley to be postmaster at Ogontz School, Pa., in
place of T. D. Hammer, resigned.

Thomas P. Kennedy to be postmaster at Smethport, Pa.,
in place of R. R. Lindsley, deceased.

PUERTO RICO

Jose Benet, Jr., to be postmaster at Cayey, P. R., in place
of Julio Ramos. Incumbent’s commission expired February
13, 1939.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Andrew McConnell Blair to be postmaster at Rion, S. C.

Office became Presidential July 1, 1940.
TEXAS

Sam L. Henderson to be postmaster at Linden, Tex., in

place of R. W. Ford, transferred.
WASHINGTON

Charles I. Wood to be postmaster at Cathlamet, Wash., in
place of R. E, Sutton. Incumbent’s commission expired May
13, 1940,

Jesse Francis Leverich to be postmaster at Olympia,
Wash., in place of B. S. Sawyer. Incumbent’s commission
expired May 13, 1939.

William H. Ross to be postmaster at Richmond Highlands,
Wash.,, in place of W. H, Ross, Incumbent’s commission ex-
pired June 2, 1940.

WISCONSIN

Miles P. Tierney to be postmaster at Boscobel, Wis., in
place of M. P. Tierney. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 19, 1940.

Loretta M. Takach to be postmaster at Carrollville, Wis.,
in place of G. E. Denison, retired.

WYOMING

Joseph D. Kurtz to be postmaster at Yellowstone Park,
Wyo., in place of C. W. Anthony, removed.

CONFIRMATIONS

Ezxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate September 5
(legislative day of August 5), 1940

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Carroll L. Wilson, Assistant Director, Bureau of Foreign and
Domestic Commerce.

Coast GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES
TO BE LIEUTENANT COMMANDERS

Walter S. Anderson George F. Hicks
Donald E. McKay Clarence F. Edge
Vernon E. Day Alexander L. Ford
Leslie B. Tollaksen Stephen H. Evans
John L. Steinmetz John A. Glynn
Stanley C. Linholm John E. Fairbank
Fred P. Vetterick Joseph A. Kerrins
George M, Phannemiller Edward H. Thiele
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TO BE LIEUTENANTS
Robert S. Lecky
Emmet T. Calahan
Joseph F. McCue
TO BE COMMANDERS

Paul K. Perry Norman H, Leslie
William J. Kossler Norman R. Stiles
Merlin O’Neill -

TO BE CHIEF BOATSWAINS
Osmond C. Faulkingham John A. Turmala
Luther H. Muse William J. H. Siekemeyer
Peter F. Shea

TO BE CHIEF MACHINISTS
Theodore G. Munson
Louis J. Perry .

TO BE A PROFESSOR (TEMPORARY)
Jerry Barton Hoag

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 5, 1940

The House met at 11 o’clock a. m.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

Our Father in Heaven, we can only speak to Thee with fal-
tering lips because of our human frailties. Enable us to com-
mit our ways unto the Lord—any pure purpose, any worthy
ambition, and any road we have to tread, be with us in every
needful hour. Allow not, dear Lord, our labors to be checked
by thought grinding against thought and desire against de-
sire; we pray for Thy guiding presence at the very beginning
of this day. In Thy gracious design take us and keep us
under Thy direction; be Thou the link that forges our unity
and cooperation. Inspire us with the faith that conquers
doubt and that gives the calm conviction that this is God’s
world and underneath are the everlasting arms; oh, be our
refuge from all life’s illusions and adverse conditions. While
it is yet day, help us to walk in the steps of Him who is the
way, the truth, the life, and Thine shall be the praise. In the
name of our Saviour. Amen.

_ The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read
and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Frazier, its legislative
clerk, announced that the Senate had adopted the following
resolution:

Senate Resolution 306

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES,
September 4, (legislative day, August 5), 1940.

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow and
deep regret the announcement of the death of Hon. ERNEST
LUNDEEN, late a Senator from the State of Minnesota.

Resolved, That a committee of four Senators be appointed by
the Presiding Officer of the Senate to attend the funeral of the
deceased Senator.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to
the House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the
family of the deceased.

Resolved, That, as a further mark of respect to the memory of
the deceased, the Senate do mow take a recess until 12 o'clock
meridian tomaorrow.

OPERATION OF HOUSE RESTAURANT

Mr. WARREN. Mr, Speaker, I offer a resolution (H. Res.
$90), and ask for its immediate consideration.
The Clerk read as follows:
House Resolution 590

Resolved, That effective October 1, 1940, until otherwise ordered
by the House, the management of the House restaurant and all
matters connected therewith shall be under the direction of the
Architect of the United States Capitol under such rules and regula-
tions as he may prescribe for the operation and the employment
of nec assistance for the conduct of sald restaurant by such
business methods as may produce the best results consistent with
economical and modern management.

Sec. 2. The Committee on Accounts after the close of business,
September 30, 1940, is hereby authorized and directed to transfer
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to the jurisdietion of the Architect of the United States Capitol all
accounts, records, supplies, equipment, and assets of the House
restaurant that may be in the possession or under the control of
the sald committee in order that all such items may be available
to the Architect of the United States Capitol toward the mainte-
nance and operation of the House of Representatives restaurant.

The resolution was agreed to.
PRIVILEGE OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a question of the
privilege of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his question of
privilege.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I will not make a lengthy
statement——

Mr. RANKIN. Mr, Speaker, a point of order. In order to
get recognition on the question of the privilege of the House
it is necessary for a Member to offer a resolution first?

The SPEAKER. That is the rule.

Mr. RANKIN. I make the point of order, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Must I offer the resolution before I state
my question?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman must, offer his resolution
first, under the rule.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Very well, but I desire to be heard on the
question. However, I will not take more than 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman. The
Clerk will report the resolution.

House Resolution 591

Whereas the gentleman from the Second District of Eentucky
[Mr, VinceNnT], referring to the gentleman from the Twentieth
District of Ohio |Mr. SWEENEY], stated on the floor of the House on
September 4, 1940, as appears in the [daily] REcorp on page 17450,
“I sald I did not want to sit by a traitor to my country;” and

Whereas such words were a violation of the rules of the House
and, as reprinted in the ReEcorp, charge the Member from Ohio with
a lack of patriotism, and with disloyalty to his country, reflect upon
him in his representative capacity and upon the dignity of the
House: Therefore, be it

Resolved, That the words, “I said I did not want to sit by a traitor
to my country,” be expunged from the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, the Recorp this morning
contains that statement. Most of the Members of the House
are familiar with what occurred last night. It is not my pur-
pose to take the time of the House to discuss the question of
the privilege of the House. I will present the resolution, and
then move the previous question. The facts upon which the
question of the privilege of the House which I raise are these:

Yesterday, September 4, 1940, on the floor of the House, the
following occurred:

The gentleman from the Second District of Kentucky rose
and made the following statement, as appears from the offi-
cial transcript of the reporter:

Mr. VinceNT of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I served in the World
‘War, and the World War, as I understood it then and as I under-
stand it now, was fought because we were being attacked by sub=-
marines and women and children murdered on the high seas. To
say that my President of that time brought on that war to me was
an untruth and the whole statement the gentleman made here I
resent very much.

When he came down to sit with me, I got up and moved, as I
shall continue to move as long as I am a Member of Congress of the
United States and he is a Member of Congress. I was attacked in
my office a few days age by a bunch of Communists and I drove
them out of my office. When he sat down there, I got up and
moved. I said I did not want to sit by a traitor to my country.
Then he attacked me and you know what happened.

Following the word “happened,” the gentleman from the
Second Distriet of Kentucky continued:

I have no apology to make—

And followed that by a sentence consisting of 18 words,
which were subsequently deleted from the stenographer’s copy
sent to the printer.

Then the following occurred:

Mr. HoFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I demand recognition on a point of
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.
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Mr. HorFFMAN, Mr, Speaker, I demand that the words of the
gentleman who just left the floor be taken down, because they
violate the rules of the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the words com-
plained of.

Mr. VinceENT of Eentucky. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to withdraw the last sentence of my statement.

Mr. DworsHAK. I object, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Eentucky asks
unanimous consent to withdraw the statement. Is there objec-
tion? The Chair hears none.

Mr. BranrLeEy of Michigan. I object, Mr. Speaker.

When the gentleman from the Second District of Ken-
tucky asked unanimous consent to withdraw certain state-
ments, I state upon my responsibility as a Representative
that I was standing in front of the first row of seats in the
Chamber of the House, to the left center of the Speaker.
Immediately upon my right was the gentleman from the
Second District of Idaho [Mr. DworsHAK], who was also
standing, seeking recognition. Still farther to the right was
the Representative from the Eleventh District of Michigan
[Mr. BrapLEY ], who was also upon his feet, seeking recogni-
tion; that, immediately upon the making of the request by
the gentleman from the Second District of Kentucky, the
gentleman from the Second District of Idaho [Mr. Dwor-
sHAK] made objection; that, upon the putting of the request
of the gentleman from the Second District of Kentucky, I
said, “Mr. Speaker, I object,” and, immediately following the
objection made by me, the Member from the Eleventh Dis-
trict of Michigan [Mr. BrapLEY] made objection. Other
Members of the House were upon their feet at the same time,
seeking recognition.

Later, the following occurred:

Mr. HorFFMaAN, Mr. Speaker, a point of order and a parliamentary
inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. HorFFMaAN. Mr. Speaker, a moment ago certain words were
uttered by the gentleman on the floor of the House which I
demanded be taken down. No report was made of those words.
I demand the regular order—the taking down of the words, the
report of the words, and the reading by the Clerk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Subsequently, unanimous consent was
granted for the words to be withdrawn.

Mr. HorFmanN. Oh, no, Mr. Speaker; three Members were on their
feet—I was one of them—and objecting to that.

The SpEaKErR pro tempore. That was the ruling of the Chair.

Mr, HorFman. I appeal from the ruling of the Chair, then.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is not a ruling; it is just an
answer to a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. HorFFrMAN. Oh, no; I am appealing from the ruling awhile
ago. :

If it be true that there was no objection to the unanimous-
consent request of the gentleman from the Second District
of Kentucky, that consent, according to the printed REcorD
and according to the reporter’s record, was as follows:

Mr. VincenT of Eentucky. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to withdraw the last sentence of my statement.

The last sentence of the statement was the sentence con-
sisting of 18 words and, had unanimous consent been granted
to withdraw the last sentence of the previous statement made
by the gentleman from the Second District of Kentucky,
there was no consent to withdraw the words, “I have no
apology to make.”

The striking out of those words from the official transcript
furnished by the reporter and the failure to print them in
the record of the House renders the REcorp inaccurate and
untrue.

The words, as they now appear in the daily printed Recorbp,
September 4, page 17450—

I said I did not want to sit by a traitor to my country—

Were a violation of the rules of the House and, as reprinted
in the REcorD, charge the Member from Ohio with a lack
of patriotism, and with disloyalty to his country, reflect
upon him in his representative capacity and upon the dignity
of the House.

These words were objected to; a demand was made that
they be taken down; and, under the rules of the House, they
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should either have been taken down or unanimous consent
should have been obtained to withdraw them from the
RECORD. j

Unanimous consent to withdraw these words just quoted—
that is—

I said I did not want to sit by a traitor to my country—

Was not given. The words were not taken down and read
to the House. They now appear in the REcorp. They reflect
upon the Member from Ohio. They bring disrepute upon the
House and reflect upon the integrity of the House, if permitted
to remain in the RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, I therefore move the adoption of the resolu-
tion, and, upon that, move the previous gquestion.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso-
lution.

The resolution was agreed to.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject The
Country Needs John J. O'Connor Back in Congress.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

SUPPLEMENTAL NATIONAL DEFENSE APPROPRIATION BILL, 1941

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill (H. R. 10263) making supple-
mental appropriations for the national defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1941, and for other purposes; and I ask
unanimous consent that the statement may be read in lieu of
the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement are as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10263)
making supplemental appropriations for the national defense for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1941, and for other purposes, having
met, after full and free conference, have agreed to recommend and
do recommend to their respective Houses as follows:

"]..i‘haaat the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 7, 85,
an i

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 1, 3, 4, 5, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 19, 21, 24, 25, 26,
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 36, 37, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 47, 49, and 532;
and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 23: That the House recede from the dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum
proposed insert “$48,315,000"; and the Senate agree to the same.

The committee of conference report in disagreement amendments
numbered 2, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 15, 18, 20, 22, 39, 45, 46, 48, 50, and 51,

Epwarp T. TAYLOR,
C. A. WoODRUM,
CLARENCE CANNON,
Lovuls LupLow,
J. BUELL SNYDER,
Geo. W. JOHNSON,
EMMET O'NEAL,
-JoHN TABER,
R. B. WIGGLESWORTH,
W. P. LAMBERTSON,
J. W. DITTER,
Managers on the part of the House,
ALva B. Apams,
KENNETH MCKELLAR,
CaArL HAYDEN,
JaMEs F. BYRNES,
FREDERICK HALE,
JoHN TOWNSEND,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 10263) making supplemental appropriations
for the national defense for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1941,
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and for other purposes, submit the following statement in explana-
tion of the effect of the action agreed upon and recommended in
the accompanying conference report as to each of such amendments,
namely:

On amendment No. 1: Increases the amount that may be expended
for personal services in the War Department proper, as proposed
by the Senate.

On amendments Nos. 8, 4, and 5, relating to military posts: In-
creases the amount of contractual authority from $12,000,000, as
proposed by the House, to $14,000,000, as proposed by the Senate;
makes $3,000,000 of the appropriation and $2,000,000 of the con-
tractual authority available for storage of aviation gasoline, as pro-
posed by the Senate, and waives the requirement, proposed by the
House, that the Attorney General give advance approval to pro-
ceeding with construction on privately owned land prior to his
approval of title thereto.

On amendment No. 7: Strikes out the appropriation of $249,000
proposed by the Senate for flood-protection project at East Hartford,
Conn.

On amendment No. 12: Changes a section number.

On amendments Nos. 13 and 14: Appropriates $136,000 for mis-
cellaneous expenses, office of the Secretary of the Navy, as proposed
by the Senate, instead of $50,000, as proposed by the House.

On amendment No. 16: Appropriates $210,000 for the Naval Re-
serve Officers’ Training Corps, as propesed by the Senate,

On amendment No. 17: Appropriates $3,689,780 for the Naval
Reserve, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $3,189,780, as pro-
posed by the House, the increase representing a transfer from an-
other head.

On amendment No. 19: Appropriates $67,203,000 for ordnance
and ordnance stores, Navy, as proposed by the Senate, instead of
$60,293,000, as proposed by the House.

On amendment No. 21: Appropriates $1,350,000 for Medical De-
partment, Navy, as proposed by the Senate.

On amendments Nos. 23 to 38, both inclusive, relating to Public
Works, Navy: Appropriates $48,315,000, instead of $37,750,000, as
proposed by the House, and $53,315,000, as proposed by the Senate,
the agreed Increased amount applying to all of the projects pro-
posed by the Senate, without change, except the project—“graving
drydock and accessory construction, New York Harbor”, which has
been omitted, and restores the House text with respect to cost-plus-
a-fixed-fee contracts.

On amendments Nos. 40 to 43, both inclusive, relating to Avia-
tion, Navy; Appropriates §180,000,000, as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $170,000,000, as proposed by the House; makes the appro-
priation available for mess outfits of aviation cadets and bachelor
officers at air stations, as proposed by the Senate, and makes
$1,000,000 of the appropriation, including contractual authority,
available for the procurement of nonrigid lighter-than-air craft.

On amendment No. 44: Makes a minor textual change, as proposed
by the Senate.

On amendment No. 47: Appropriates $20,000 for personal services,
office of the Secretary of the Navy, as proposed by the Senate, instead
of $13,680, as proposed by the House.

On amendment No. 49: Changes a section number.

On amendment No. 52: Changes a section number.

Amendments reported in disagreement

The committee of conference report in disagreement the following
amendments of the Senate:

On amendment No. 2: Relating to the appropriation for military
posts, Army.

On amendment No. 6: Relating to performance and payment
bonds in connection with cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contracts.

On amendment No. 8: Relating to employment of Army Reserve
Officers with the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps.

On amendment No. 8: Relating to the temporary advancement
of officers of the Regular Army.

On amendment No. 10: Relating to the utilization of the Army
Engineer Corps in Army construction work.

On amendment No. 11: Relating to advance payments to
contractors.

On amendment No. 15: Making commandants of naval districts
independent of commandants of navy yards and stations during the
remainder of the fiscal year 1941,

On amendment No. 18: Relating to the employment on active
duty of Naval and Marine Corps Reserve officers in a pensionable
status.

On amendment No. 20: Authorizing contractual authority under
Ordnance and Ordnance Stores, Navy.

On amendment No. 22: Relating to the appropriation “Mainte-
nance, Bureau of Yards and Docks, Navy.”

On amendment No. 39: Relating to the continuance on the rolls
of non-civil-service employees engaged on the Navy public-works
program.

On amendment No. 45: Relating to the detail of enlisted men
to duty in the Navy Department.

On amendment No. 46: Relating to the repeal of the com-
mandeering provision in Public, No. 671, Seventy-sixth Congress,

On amendment No. 48: Making an appropriation for housing of
persons engaged in national-defense activities.

On amendment No. 50: Protecting the applicability of the Bacon-
Davis and Walsh-Healey Acts to contracts to which properly
applicable.
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On amendment No. 51: Relating to wages of laborers and me-
chanics employed by contractors, including overtime.

EpwaArp T. TAYLOR,
C., A. WoODRUM,
CLARENCE CANNON,
Louis LuoLow, *
J. BUELL SNYDER,
GEeEo. W. JoHNSON,
EmMeEr O'NEAL,
JOHN TABER,
R.B. WIGGLESWORTH,
W. P. LAMBERTSON,
J. W. DITTER,
Managers on the part of the House.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the conference report now before the House, if
adopted, and if the recommendations of the conferees are
concurred in, will complete action, insofar as the House is
concerned, on the so-called $5,000,000,000 national-defense
appropriation bill.

These estimates first came to the House of Representatives
on July 10. On July 31 the bill was reported to the House.
That is 3 weeks. Within that time there had been a recess
for one of the political conventions. But within that time the
Appropriations Committee had conducted careful and detailed
hearings on these stupendous items. The bhill passed the
House on July 31, the same day it was reported. It was re-
ported to the Senate on August 19 and passed the Senate on
August 29, practically a month after it left the House.

The conference report on the bill as it finally comes here
calls for $262,824,435 more than when the bill left the House.
That is accounted for in practically two large items,
$100,000,000 for the housing of persons engaged in national-
defense activities, an amendment which was inserted in the
Senate; and an additional amount of $128,107,115 for the
housing of the National Guard. That estimate is pending
in the Budget and may reach the Appropriations Committee
today, but because of the great urgency and to get the pro-
gram under way for the housing of the National Guard, a part
of which already has been called into mobilization for train-
ing, the conferees have put this item in the bill,

I do not think there is any objection to it. I do not believe
the minority members of the conference committee will have
any objection to it.

Those two propositions carry the bulk of the increase
embraced by the conference report. I do not know of any
controversy insofar as the conference report is concerned.

There are one or two amendments reported in disagree-
ment because, under our rules, they have to be acted upon
separately in the House. Unless the gentleman from New
York desires some time, I am disposed to move the previous
question on the conference report.

Mr, TABER. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman would yield a
second——

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Would the gentleman like
me to yield him some time?

Mr. TABER. I do not care for time. I do not see any
item that is included in the conference report over which
there should be any controversy. It seems to me that the
items that are included should unquestionably be put through
about as the report recommends. I do not think it is neces-
sary for me to take any time under these circumstances.

Mr. RICH and Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts rose.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield first to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania,

Mr. RICH. This bill appropriates about $5,000,000,000.
We passed one tax bill this year that will raise $1,007,000,000,
and another one more recently which it is estimated will yield
about $300,000,000 the first year and $700,000,000 the next.
‘We are $3,000,000,000 in the red on the operations of the Gov-
ernment last year. As one of the prominent members of the
Appropriations Committee, does the gentleman know about
what amount we shall be in the red at the end of 1940 and
also 19417

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I do not know, but insofar
as this particular bill is concerned, this is an expenditure that
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has got to be made and should be made; and when the hill
is presented we shall have to pay it and will permit the
gentleman to have a part in that proceeding.

Mr. RICH. Will the gentleman tell us how he is going to
raise the money for these expenditures? Where are we going
to get the money?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. We will raise it by a tax bill,
and we will put a tax on all prosperous industries in propor-
tion to their ability to pay.

Mr. RICH. That is right; I am in favor of that kind of
tax bill, but this is a serious matter. All we have been think-
ing about in the last 7 years is spend, spend, spend. The
gentleman knows it means ultimate chaos unless we raise
more money. The gentleman says we are going to have an-
other tax bill. When does he think we shall get it?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. The gentleman will have to
see the Ways and Means Committee about the tax bill. Right
now I am interested in this defense program, I may say to
the gentleman.

Mr. RICH. Does the gentleman believe we are treading on
dangerous ground in the appropriations we have been making
in the last 10 years?

Mr. WooprumM of Virginia. I think it will be very much
more dangerous if we do not arrange this defense program at
the earliest possible moment. Then we can worry about do-
mestic matters. [Applause.]

Mr. RICH. We are thinking in terms of defense; we are
taking up all our time with it; but we are not trying to reduce
Government expenditures, something we have been harping
on and hammering at for the last 7 years.

It seems to me this administration in its preparation for
national defense should cut everywhere it could to reduce
these extravagant expenditures and the debt burden it so
ruthlessly piles on the shoulders of our people. We should
cut down appropriations for things that do not amount to a
tinker’s hook. That is what we ought to do, and this Congress
is responsible if we do not.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. What items in this report
would the gentleman cut out?

Mr. RICH. I am not talking about this defense bill; I am
talking about the expenditures of Government that are not
necessary. That is what we should take into consideration.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Right at the immediate time
I am talking about the defense bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman from Massachu-
setts.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Can the gentleman ad-
vise us how long it will take to construct the buildings to house
the National Guard? I am very much interested in this
question.

Mr, WOODRUM of Virginia. The program for housing the
guard will be a very rapid one. The War Department advises
us that within 4 to 6 weeks they will be under way; and cer-
tainly if this bill is passed promptly the housing will be ready
when it is needed.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. The housing is of a type
that can be constructed very quickly, in other words?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Yes; it is of a type that lends
itself to rapid construction.

Mr. TABER. That is not included in the report.
separate item to be acted on separately.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That is a separate item, which
will be voted upon separately.

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. FADDIS. Will the gentleman explain amendment No.
9? I would like to have some explanation relative to the
temporary advancement of officers.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That will be voted upon sep-
arately, and I ask the gentleman to let me explain that at
that time.

Mr. FADDIS. Certainly.

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

That is a
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Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. T yield.

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Will the gentleman explain the
$100,000,000 item for housing?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That will be voted upon
separately, and I will take it up then if the gentleman does
not mind.

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. That will be all right.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the first amendment
in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 3, line 16, strike out “$70,001,915" and insert “$73,001,915.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move to
recede and concur in the Senate amendment with an amend-
ment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Wooorum of Virginia: In lieu of the

sum proposed, insert the following: “$201,109,080, of which
$128,107,115 shall be for emergency construction.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, this amend-
ment increases the amount for housing by adding $128,-
107,115, the amount estimated by the Bureau of the Budget
as being necessary for housing the National Guard. That
is all there is to it. I do not know anything else to say.

The emergency requires very quick action on account of
the weather and on account of the fact that the guard has
been called for active duty. It is very desirable therefore
that the housing project get underway.

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. That has to do with the housing
of the National Guard. There is another item of a hundred
million dollars in there for housing those who are helping
on national defense. What is that?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That is a later amendment
and will come up subsequently.

Mr. LELAND M. FORD. That has nothing to do with this
housing program?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That is correct. I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBer].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, this amendment comes to you
without any Budget amendment therefor, although I under-
stand it is on the way, and this is without legislative au-
thority, as far as I know. It is to provide housing for the
men of the National Guard and those draftees who will be
welded into the National Guard system. I have tried to
obtain information on the subject and, as near as I can
make out, this provides, according to the Quartermaster,
for the housing of 395,607 men. It provides for housing
about half of them in the territory north of the south line
of North Carolina in cantonments or temporary barracks,
which cost about $400 per man, including the utilities which
have to be placed on the ground. It provides for housing
those south of the North Carolina line in tents with a wooden
platform for the base of the tent. This type of housing is
supposed to cost $285 per man, including administrative
buildings, recreational centers, toilets, and all that sort of
thing. Of course, these tents will not be needed.

Mr. Speaker, for my own part I have very great doubts
about these tents being sufficient housing. I am afraid we
are going to get into a lot of trouble if we put raw troops
into that type of quarters in the winter time. The Army
people said they did this last winter during maneuvers and
did not have any trouble. There is no question but what
these men are going to be called out and that it will take
approximately 3 months to complete the cantonments and
probably 60 days to complete the tent platform outfit and
the utilities connected therewith. Therefore, I can see noth-
ing to do but to provide the funds and go ahead.
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Mr. PACE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. PACE. I may say that we used that form of can-
tonment with the wooden floor and tents at Fort Benning
last winter in connection with the maneuvers down there
with complete satisfaction.

Mr. TABER. That is what the Army people say. On the
other hand, that same sort of thing resulted in tremendous
epidemics during the World War period and I do not want
to take a chance on getting into that same sort of thing
again.

Mr, LEWIS of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. LEWIS cof Colorado.
tonments to be located?

Mr. TABER. The cantonments are temporary wooden bar-
racks and they are north of about the south line of North
Carolina.

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Where are these tents to be
used?

Mr. TABER. The tents are to be used south of that line.

Mr, LEWIS of Colorado. South of the south line of North
Carolina?

Mr. TABER., Yes. That would include South Carolina,
Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Arkansas, Texas, and some in
the southern part of California.

I do not see anything to do except go ahead and provide the
money, but I thought this statement ought to be in the
Recorp so there would be some detail to show that the Con-
gress had something to act on.

[Here the gavel fell.l

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woobprum].

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 4, line 8, after the word “war” insert: “Provided further,
That the Secretary of War may, with respect to contracts for public
works for the Military Establishment entered into upon a cost-
plus-a-fixed-fee basis out of funds appropriated for the fiscal year
1941, or authorized to be entered into prior to July 1, 1941, waive

the requirements as to performance and payment bonds of the
act approved August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 793; 40 U. 5. C. 270a).”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment with an amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. WoobrumMm of Virginia moves to recede and concur in the
Senate amendment with an amendment, as follows: “At the end of
the matter inserted by sald amendment insert the following: ‘Pro-
vided further, That the fixed fee to be paid the contractor as a
result of any such public-works contract hereafter entered into shall
not exceed 6 percent of the estimated cost of the contract, exclusive
of the fee, as determined by the Secretary of War".”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBER].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, this amendment provides for
the waiving of surety bonds by contractors who are given
jobs on a cost-plus basis. This is the situation. First, there
is no great necessity for obtaining a surety bond from these
people that they will complete their jobs, because this is a
cost-plus proposition and they can go through. However,
those bonds under the Miller Act provide protection to sub-
contractors on Government projects and to materialmen.
If these bonds are done away with, while it will save a very
moderate sum in the cost, and, as I understand, it runs about
four-tenths of 1 percent, it will give absolutely no protection
to the materialmen and the subcontractors that they will
get their pay. We are going to have just one mess after
another, nor will there be any protection that the contractor
will do a good job except for what inspection our Quarter-
master Corps will give.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Where are these wooden can-
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Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.
anMr. RABAUT. Is any ceiling set upon these contracts at

?

Mr. TABER. There is none except the limits of appro-
priations.

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. THOMASON. Who actually lets the contracts to the
subcontractors? Does the Quartermaster General have any-
thing to do with it?

Mr. TABER. No; the contractor.

Mr. THOMASON. The contractor who has the contract
upon a cost-plus basis lets the contracts. Then do I cor-
rectly understand the gentleman to say that a subcontractor
or a materialman would have absolutely no protection? If
that is true, I am against the amendment.

Mr. TABER. Except what he could get out of the con-
tractor by suit.

Mr. THOMASON. He would have no recourse upon the
War Department?

Mr. TABER. Only on what fund happened to be due the
contractor. He would have no guaranty under the bond that
is given under the Miller Act, as I understand.

Mr. THOMASON. Then is the only reason or justification
assigned for not requiring a bond the time element, or is it the
cost element?

Mr, TABER. The cost element of four-tenths of 1 percent.
It does not seem to me that we ought to leave all these ma-
terialmen in that situation. It seems to me that we would
have more speed in the performance of these contracts—and
time is of the essence—if we did not waive the bond, but re-
quired it.

Mr. THOMAS of Texas.
yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. THOMAS of Texas. Does the Government pay for the
cost of materials or does the contractor contract to pay for
the materials?

Mr. TABER. When a contractor takes a cost-plus con-
tract the contractor would be the one who would be obli-
gated. The Government would have to pay him what he had
paid out, plus his percentage, whatever it figured. It is pro-
vided that the percentage cannot be more than 6 percent.

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. THOMASON. The gentleman from New York gives a
lot of thought and study to matters of this kind. As I un-
derstand, the gentleman is opposing the amendment?

Mr. TABER. I am opposing it.

Mr. THOMASON. Cannot the genfleman suggest some
means by which the subcontractor will at least be entitled to
his rights if he is mistreated by a contractor? In other
words, as I understand it, the subcontractor can be skinned
out of his eye teeth, and there is no check on it at all, if he
has an irresponsible chief contractor who has no bond. The
gentleman knows that has happened time after time in this
kind of work, which goes to show that the cost-plus theory
is absolutely unsound in principle.

Mr. TABER. That is just the situation exactly. I do not
see anything to do except to beat this amendment. If it is
necessary to have some language that waives some of the pro-
visions of these bonds, let them come in here when the defi-
ciency bill comes up, which will be in only a few days, and
provide for it.

Mr. THOMASON. Cannot the gentleman suggest some
form of amendment that would protect the subcontractor
should he be cheated out of his rights by a dishonest con-
tractor? I insist that the subcontractor, the day laborer,
and the materialman be given adequate protection,

Mr. TABER. I think I could.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I believe the answer to that is simply to
insist on the disagreement with the Senate and cut out Sen-

Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
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ate amendment No. 6 entirely, so as to keep intact the pro-
visions of the Miller Act relating to all contracts, whether
on a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee basis or otherwise.

Mr. TABER. I believe if we knocked out the words “and
payment,” in line 14, on page 4, that would come pretty near
doing it. I cannot see any other way that it could be done,
although I frankly have nothing from the Department so
that I could know just what could be accomplished in just
that way. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I hope there will be no misunderstanding
about the amendment which is now under consideration.
The amendment seeks to put the Army in exactly the same
situation that now exists with the Navy so far as this par-
ticular type of project is concerned. Over a year ago the
Congress gave the Navy the right to have negotiated con-
tracts, cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contracts. Now, there is a dif-
ference between a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contract and a cost-
plus contract. This amendment applies only to one type of
contract, where they can waive the bond, and that is the
contract where the contractor does the job at cost plus a
fixed fee, that is agreed upon, and which may not be more
than 6 percent.

The Navy has operated under this plan for more than a
year without a particle of trouble and without any com-
plaint and has saved money, so they claim. They are per-
mitted to waive the bond, because contracts are only awarded
to reputable contractors who have clearly established their
financial responsibility. They have a long list of approved
contractors and they have no trouble with their contractors,
either the Army or the Navy, because they do not deal with
those who are not dependable. Their inspectors are also in
constant touch with each job, and there has not been a
particle of complaint about it.

This amendment, if adopted as recommended by the con-
ferees, would put the Army in the same situation that has
existed for more than a year in the Navy.

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. ¥Yes.

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. The money that is paid for these
jobs that are performed in this way; is it paid directly to
the materialman and to the subcontractor, or is it paid to
the general contractor with whom the Government has en-
tered into such an arrangement on a cost-plus, fixed-fee
basis?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. It is paid to the general
contractor, as I understand it, but the subcontractor has every
opportunity to know what is going on and to protect his
rights as the work progresses. There has not been a particle
of trouble in more than a year of experience in the Navy.

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. If the gentleman will permit one
more question in that connection, the gentleman stated that
the War Department has a preferred list of contractors. Does
not that remove the opportunity for other contractors all over
the Nation to bid upon this work and receive some of it
through competitive bidding?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. No; this does not apply to
competitive bidding at all. This applies to the type of con-
tracts that the department has the right to make on a nego-
tiated-contract basis. There are certain types of contracts
where the Congress has given the War Department and the
Navy Department the right to negotiate a contract in lieu
of competitive bidding.

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. Congress has not let down the bars
entirely so far as competition is concerned.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Absoclutely not; this is lim-
ited entirely to defense projects where there is necessity to
go forward immediately, and I did not mean to say that they
had a preferred list. I said they had an approved list, a long
list of contractors whom they have investigated and know to
be reputable and dependable people.
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Mr. HARTER of Ohio. Of course, they are not sure that
every reputable contractor is included in that list.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. It is not an exclusive list,

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman
from EKentucky.

Mr. MAY. I wonder if the subcontractor who takes a
subcontract from a principal contractor would not also be
protected in the matter as against the contractor but not
the Government, in the matter of a lien against the contractor
for whatever materials he may furnish.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Exactly.

Now, Mr. Speaker, let me make this statement. This is
not a very major problem and I hope that this conference
report and this amendment may be finally acted upon here
so this does not have to go back to conference again, whlch
means the bill will not become law until next week.

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia.
from Colorado.

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado. The gentleman said, in answer
to an inquiry a few moments ago, that the subcontractors
would be protected by a lien. Of course, you cannot have a
lien against Government property. If I recall correctly,
there was considerable trouble in the last emergency about
this very thing in connection with cost-plus contracts. In
the absence of a bond, it seems to me, as suggested by the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Tromason], there is no real
protection for the subcontractor.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Of course, on a negotiated
contract, or a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract there is very
little to bond, because there is no time element in it. The
big thing to protect in a bond, so far as the Government is
concerned, is that you will complete the job in the time you
say you will do it.

Mr. LEWIS of Colorado.
tors will be paid.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That is true. The Navy De-
partment has operated for a year without any trouble about
the matter.

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker,
yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BULWINKLE. Is this the McKellar amendment put
on in the Senate?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia.
supposed to be.

Mr. BULWINEKLE. Did the conference committee agree
to the McKellar amendment, or did you amend it?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. The language of the amend-
ment is changed. We put in the 6 percent limitation. We
were not clear that the 6 percent limitation on the amount
of fee would apply, and we added that to the McKellar
amendment.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. Referring to this list of contractors, suppose
a job was started in some place far away, they certainly
would not take this list of contractors and figure that some-
one, we will say in Washington, had to go out into Idaho
to do the contract work, when in Idaho they might have
good contractors who could qualify and be placed on that
list. They certainly would give consideration to other well-
qualified contractors for that kind of work.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Both the Army, the Navy,
and the National Defense Council have literally thousands of
contractors all over the United States who have filed state-
ments, who have filed credentials, whom they have investi-
gated, and whom they know to be dependable people.

Mr. THOMASON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield.

I yield to the gentleman

And also that the subcontrac-

will the gentleman

I believe that is what it is
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Mr. THOMASON. Let me suppose a case. Sometimes
contractors go broke because they are engaged in a hazard-
ous business. Assuming that one of these approved con-
tractors should go into bankruptcy, would the materialmen,
the laboring men, on a cantonment, for instance, have the
slightest protection without a bond?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I do not know that they
would.

Mr. THOMASON. In other words, the lumbermen in the
town where a cantonment is built, and the carpenters and
the plumbers and others, if the contractor went broke with-
ocut a bond, would not get 1 cent, would they?

Mr. O'NEAL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman
from Eentucky.

Mr. O'NEAL. The testimony before our committee was
that the Federal Government, having the money and not
having a bond, would follow the contract through, which
the contractor had and the subcontractor had, and see that
those men were paid. Certainly the Federal Government
would not for one minute pay money to a general contractor
without knowing that the labor and other bills were paid.
He is going to be followed just as the bonding company would
follow him. It is just economy in time and money, and the
Federal Government is dealing with the highest class of
men and, having control of the money and not having to
pay the contractor until he has paid all of his bills, I do not
think anyone is in danger of not getting his money.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Speaker, this is a very important mat-
ter. First, you will observe that this amendment comes in
that section of the hill that deals with military posts. Sec-
ond, you will note from a reading of the amendment that
it provides that the Secretary of War may, with respect to
contracts for public works for the Military Establishment,
waive this requirement of performance and payment bond.
Now, what are public works? Barracks, hospitals, installa-
tion of utilities. In fact, an amendment was adopted a mo-
ment ago which provides $201,000,000 for this very section of
the hill. Consequently, you are dealing with some portion,
perhaps a very substantial portion, of more than $200,000,000,
that may be affected by the provisions of the language writ-
ten in by the Senate, where we will waive the requirement of
performance and payment bonds, under the Miller Act, if this
amendment is approved. I agree that the Navy may have
had a very successful operation heretofore, but in the last
year they have not been under undue pressure. But let us
assume that the pressure for cantonments, for buildings, for
equipment, and everything else assumes that degree of in-
tensity that we had in the World War, then you know, of
course, costs will go up and fees will go up, and it becomes
very material as to whether or not the contractor performs
the contract in time for one thing, and whether it makes
adequate provision for the material men and subcontractors
for another. That is why I believe this matter is of more
than passing importance. It might be well to send this back
for a little further discussion.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Certainly.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Does the gentleman think
the matter is of sufficient importance, in view of the recom-
mendations of the Department and the Budget, to send this
bill back to conference, which will probably mean that it will
not pass for another week?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Not if we can fashion some language in
the bill here before it is completed, but $200,000,000, after all,
is more than pocket money.

Mr. SNYDER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. SNYDER. What language would you insert?

Mr. DIRKSEN. If I had to do it, I would strike out all of
the Senate language in the amendment numbered 6 and leave
the bill stand as is, so that we recur to the provisions of the
Miller Act.

Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. SNYDER. I would say that if the gentleman had
heard all of the evidence introduced by the Army and the
Navy and the Budget and everybody else, I do not think he
would want to strike it out.

Mr. DIRKSEN. We might save a little money, and there
might be some difficulties about performance, but I do believe
the House should be thoroughly advised on the situation.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre-
vious question on the motion,

The previous question was ordered.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAEKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 8: Page 6, after line 21, insert a new paragraph,
as follows:

“RESERVE OFFICERS' TRAINING CORPS

“Funds appropriated for Organized Reserves for the fiscal year
1941 shall be avallable for the pay and allowances of members of
the Officers’ Reserve Corps who may have been or may hereafter be

%et.alled for duty in connection with the Reserve Officers’ Training
orps.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate No. 8 and concur in the same.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment
in disagreement,

The Clerk read as follows:

ﬁ\mendment No. 9: Page 8, after line 14, insert a new section, as
follows:

“Sec. 101. The first sentence of the seventh paragraph of section
127a, National Defense Act, as amended by section 20 of the act of
June 15, 1933 (48 Stat. 161), is hereby amended to read as follows:

“‘In time of war or national emergency determined by the
President any officer of the Regular Army may be appointed to
higher temporary grade without vacating his permanent appoint-
ment.'”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move to re-
cede and concur, and yield myself 5 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, this amend-
ment in the ordinary course of events naturally would go to
the Committee on Military Affairs for legislative action.

General Marshall, Chief of Staff, came before the House
conferees after this amendment was placed on the bill in the
Senate and made what I think all of us considered a very im-
pressive statement. I do not believe there is any difference
of opinion among the House managers on it. I shall read
from a memorandum which was left with the committee,
because it states the matter more clearly than I could:

There has already been a considerable expansion of the Regular
Army and if the situation continues to become more menacing there
must naturally follow further expansion of the components of the
Army of the United States, which will be developed through a perlod
of intensive training to meet whatever may confront it. The proper
develcpment of that Army to fulfill its role depends on three im-
portant and far-reaching policies—some form of selective compul-
sory military service, a question now before the Congress; the
authority to order the National Guard of the United States and
reserve components into the service of the United States, on which
action has been requested of the Congress; and, thirdly, a uniform
system of temporary promotion to meet the exacting requirements
of an emergency.

Legislation now exists by which temporary promotions can be
made in peace or war, under the conditions contemplated in the
proposed amendment by administrative action of the President, for
Reserve officers, including officers of the National Guard of the
United States, ordered to active duty. Paragraph 7, section 127a of
the National Defense Act, amended by section 20 of the act of June
15, 1933 (48 Stat. 161), authorized the granting of temporary rank
to officers of the Regular Army in time of war. To make the system
uniform authority should be extended to include the Regular Army
in order that all three categories may be subject to the same treat-
ment. The legislation herewith presented will extend to an emer-
gency period of preparation the authority granted in wartime by
paragraph 7, section 127a, of the National Defense Act, as amended.

The expansion of the Regular Army is being carried out without
the necessity of increasing the strength of the permanent commis-
sioned personnel. Under the enlisted strengths for which provision
has already been made, the Regular Army is short about 2,200 cap-
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tains for duty with tactical organizations and 57 general officers
for important tactical command and staff assignments. These
requirements for temporary promotions exist at this time. Sound
military organization and procedure require that these temporary
promotions be made at once in order that those exercising increased
responsibilities of command and staff may hold grades commensu-
rate therewith.

We must be able properly to organize and train our armed forces
as they are expanded; we must be able to procure and maintain in
important positions of command and staff, officers with the knowl-
edge, initiative, drive, and leadership which will assure maximum
success in a crisis; the Army prepared in peace must be able to pass
to graver responsibilities without possible danger of dislocation inci-

dent to necessary reorganization.
To effect those temporary promotions indicated above will cost

not in excess of $57,200 for the fiscal year 1941. While it is imprac-
ticable at this time to estimate the total additional cost of this
proposed legislation, the small cost of those temporary promotions
that represent an immediate need, indieates that the additional cost
will be nominal.

This is not a new proposition. Such a system prevailed
during the World War.

It is now urged simply because the large expansion of per-
sonnel in the Army makes it necessary to move men tempo-
rarily to a higher grade during the emergency. At the end of
the emergency those officers who are advanced will revert to
their former rank.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Fappis].

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Speaker, I believe there is not a man
in this House who appreciates more than I the need for
movements connected with perfecting our national defense,
but I call to the attention of the House that here is another
legislative matter which has never been presented to the
committee which has jurisdiction over the subject. I be-
lieve this provision is necessary, but at the same time I
submit to the judgment of the House that it should have been
put through the Committee on Military Affairs in the proper
manner.

We have three components in our Army: the Regular
Army, the National Guard, and the Officers’ Reserve Corps.
We have had no hearings on this matter, we know nothing
about how it will affect the other components of the Army.
We have no intimation of how it will aifect the future status
of even the officers in the Regular Army. I call the attention
of the House to the fact that several times in the past 5 or 6
years it has been necessary for the Committee on Military
Affairs to bring legislation to the floor of this House in order
to correct unjust conditions that crept in during the World
War. We have no knowledge but that this will produce like
conditions.

I submit to the House that this motion to recede and con-
cur should be voted down, and the Committee on Military
Affairs be given an opportunity to hold hearings on this
matter and determine just how it will affect the future
status of officers of the Regular Army, and just how it will
affect the other two components of the Army.

Mr, FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Did General Marshall make any re-
quest to be heard by the Committee on Military Affairs?

Mr. FADDIS. I believe he did. The Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs has been so occupied with the so-called con-
seription bill they have had no time for any other hearings.
We are still in session, however, and we can still take up
matters of this kind.

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield. :

Mr. THOMASON. I have such great confidence in Gen-
eral Marshall that I am for this amendment because I feel
it is a necessity. But I want the gentleman to understand
that I concur heartily in his statement that there is not
much use of having legislative committees if we let matters
of this kind be handled by the Appropriations Committee
without even the courtesy and consideration of a brief hear-
ing before the legislative committee. We have spent several
months on a bill to put us on the spot in connection with
the draft, but when it comes to promotion of officers in the
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Army the committee does not have 10 minutes of hearings.
We have exclusive jurisdiction in matters of this kind. If
this is to become a permanent practice, the Commitiee on
Military Affairs may just as well adjourn sine die.

Mr. FADDIS. I agree with the gentleman, and I also
have every faith in the world in General Marshall, but just

-the same my memory carries me back to the days of the

World War when the matter of promotion was not such an
urgent affair. As far as promoting officers is concerned, I
have seen captains, and even lieutenants commanding bat-
talions. I know such conditions are undesirable and should
be corrected, but at the same time such methods as this are
highly irregular and exceedingly dangerous. I see no reason
for any rush of this kind at the present time, and I hope the
House will vote down the motion offered by the gentleman
from Virginia and will insist on its disagreement with the
Senate in this matter.

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. I am in sympathy with most of
what the gentleman says. This matter should have come
before the Committee on Military Affairs and should have
been considered by that committee as the legislative com-
mittee. But does not the gentleman feel that the emergency
is such, and it has been presented by General Marshall in
such a light, that we should go forward in this instance by
reason of this emergency and vote for the amendment?

Mr. FADDIS. I do not feel that way at all. I do not be-
lieve the matter is urgent enough to warrant such disre-
gard of the accepted rules of the House or the rights of one
of the committees of the House. This should come back
and go through the regular legislative committee of the
House. It should be given hearings in order to determine
just what may happen.

Mr. THOMASON. As I said, I am not opposing this
amendment due to the emergency. I am backing up Gen-
eral Marshall to the limit in this crisis. I know, too, that
the gentleman whom I am now addressing was a distin-
guished colonel during the Weorld War and knows about
promotions, when I know nothing. But is it not a fact
this amendment does not carry one penny of appropria-
tion? It is 100-percent legislative and is under the juris-
diction of the Committee on Military Affairs, which has
had no hearings about and did not anticipate it would come
up this way.

Mr. FADDIS. That is absolutely true and unless it goes
through the Committee on Military Affairs we have no
knowledge of what the ultimate effect is going to be on either
the Regular service, the National Guard, or the Reserve Corps.

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FADDIS. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. I am in accord with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, but has he discussed this with his
colleague, the military expert, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SNypeEr], of the Appropriations Committee?

Mr. FADDIS. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has had
no time to discuss it with anybody. General Marshall only
called me a few minutes before 11 o’clock. I hope the House
will vote down the motion of the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman withhold that for
a moment?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. For what purpose?

Mr. MICHENER. For the purpose of asking a question.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Certainly.

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman says this changes the
situation, but that in due time and when the emergency is
over, then the matter will naturally readjust itself. Now on
whose determination or when will this readjustment take
place? Will the Congress declare that the emergency is
over? When these officers assume the new grades and this
new rank, they are going to continue until the emergency
is over. Who is going to terminate this emergency?
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Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Either the Chief Executive
or the Congress. The gentleman knows we have passed
much legislation which contained a time limit stating, “During
the existence of the emergency.” Sometime when declared
by the proper forum, whether it be the Chief Executive or
the Congress, when the period of the emergency has ceased
to exist, this will also cease to be operative.

Mr. MICHENER. The officers affected by this amend-
ment will continue in the rank and grade given them by
this proposed legislation indefinitely and for all time unless
the Congress or the then Chief Executive takes affirmative
action changing the status created by this legislation?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. During the World War
there was such provision. General Marshall stated one of
the most important things he had to contend with was his
inability to reach out and get key men, men of outstanding,
distinctive ability, and move them into positions which they
were entitled to hold; that he found himself stalemated
time and time again by the rule of seniority in the Army.
He named instance after instance which I do not think
would be proper to designate here. General Marshall made
the statement before the conferees, and I am sure there is
not a member of the committee of conference who was not
impressed by his statement that this was important in the
set-up of the Army.

Mr. MICHENER. The point I am trying to make is that
this amendment changes the whole situation. ‘In other words,
it gives the Chief of Staff the right to go in and rerank the
officers of the Army. Now, that may be advisable in some
cases, but after he has done that he has vitiated and nulli-
fied all the statutes which the Congress has placed upon the
statute books concerning seniority rights. This is a very
important matter.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia.
make temporary promotions.

Mr. MICHENER. Those temporary promotions, according
to the gentleman, will be permanent promotions unless some
legislation is enacted some time changing the situation.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. It is a temporary promo-
tion during the existing emergency. I do not believe there
is a gentleman here who would not be willing to trust Gen-
eral Marshall to do that. I would, so far as I am concerned,
and I believe everybody else would who knows him.

Mr. FADDIS. These will be temporary promotions, yes,
but it is also true no consideration has been given as to how
this will affect the other components of the service. There
are three components of the service, and they are all part
of the Army, and they are all entitled to justice and con-
sideration. The only way they will receive that is to have
a thorough, complete hearing before the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs, which is the committee set up by this House
t+o handle matters of that kind, and the committee which
has jurisdiction over such matters. As long as you allow
departments to go around by the back door there is no limit
to the extent to which any of them will go.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr., Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous gquestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoobruM].

The question was taken; and the Chair being in doubt the
House divided, and there were—ayes 117, noes 73.

So the motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 10: On page 8, after line 23, insert the
following: |

“Spe. 102. The Secretary of War may allocate to the Corps of
Engineers any of the construction works in their usual line re-
quired to carry out the national-defense program and may transfer
to that agency the funds necessary for the execution of the works
so allocated.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment.

It gives him the right to
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The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. WoopruM of Virginia moves to recede and concur in Senate
amendment No. 10 with an amendment as follows:

“In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the
following:

“‘Sec, 102. The Secretary of War may, until June 30, 1942, allo-
cate to the Corps of Engineers any of the construction works
required to carry out the national-defense program and may trans-
fer to that agency the funds necessary for the execution of the
works so allocated.””

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. WIGGLES-
WORTH]1.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, it has been urged
that this amendment is not advisable in the light of our expe-
rience during the last World War. If has been urged that
at that time the construction work was under the Quarter-
master General of the War Department, and that a splendid
record was made by securing the cooperation of engineers
and other experts in private industry throughout the Nation.
The fear has been expressed that this amendment, if adopted,
will preclude the possibility of securing similar cooperation
and result in a divided responsibility insofar as the con-
struction work of the Department is concerned.

I did not hear the testimony of the Chief of Staff on this
point before the conferees. I should like to ask the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woobrum] two
questions: First, whether this provision was in fact ap-
proved by General Marshall, and, second, what statement he
made, if any, in respect to the effect of the adoption of this
amendment on the possibility of utilizing the services of
engineers and experts in private industry throughout the
country.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I should like
to point out before categorically answering the inquiry of
the gentleman that the amendment we offer changes in two
particulars the amendment inserted by the Senate. In the
first place, we put a limitation in there on the time in which
this authority may exist, putting a limitation of June 30,
1942. In the second place, we strike out language put in by
the Senate, “in their usual line,” which would have pre-
vented the Army engineers from doing anything, perhaps, in
the defense program except the usual flood control and that
type of work.

Answering categorically the question of the gentleman
from Massachusetts, General Marshall very emphatically
endorsed this provision. He pointed out the fact that it in
no way was an effort to tread upon the prerogatives of the
Quartermaster General, that the Quartermaster General of
the Army customarily was geared up to do a construction
total of about $10,000,000 a year, that under the defense pro-
gram that figure had been skyrocketed to something like
half a billion dollars, and that he did not have the set-up to
do this work, whereas they had in many places over the
country district engineers of the Army all set up and ready
to go, especially qualified to do this work, and they could go
right into the program immediately. He also said that it
was very urgent, and that it did seem to him that having
this facility for this construction work, with the capacity
to perform it expeditiously, he ought to be permitted to use
that facility. That is what he wanted to do. He very em-
phatically endorsed it, and stated that it would not in any
way affect the regular routine work of the Quartermaster
General’s office.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 11: On page 9, after line 2, insert the
following:

“Sgc. 103. Section 1 (¢) of the act of July 2, 1940 (Public, No.
703, 76th Cong.), is amended by deleting therefrom the words ‘for

supplies or construction’, and the words ‘of such supplies or con-
struetion.””
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Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move to
recede and concur in the Senate amendment with an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Woonrunm of Virginia moves that the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 11 and concur
in the same with the following amendment: “In lieu of the matter
inserted by said amendment, insert the following:

“‘Spc. 103. Section 1 (c¢) of the act of July 2, 1940 (Public, No,
703, 76th Cong.) is amended by deleting therefrom the words “for
supplies or construction for,” inserting in lieu thereof the word
“with,” and deleting the words “of such supplies or construction.”"”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, the effect of the
amendment would be to make it possible to advance this 30
percent on all types of contracts. If the amendment as rec-
ommended by the conferees is adopted, the law will read as
follows:

Whenever, prior to July 1, 1942, the Secretary of War deems it
necessary in the interest of the national defense, he is authorized,
from appropriations available therefor, to advance payments to con-
tractors with the War Department in amounts not exceeding 30 per-
cent of the contract price. Buch advances shall be made upon such
terms and conditions and with such adequate security as the
Secretary of War shall prescribe.

Heretofore it just applied to construction or supplies.
it may be applied to everything.

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. Will this apply, then, to contracts
for the building of civilian training schools for Army pilots?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That is the purpose of it, as
I understand, to enable them to make advances of that sort.

Mr. HARTER of Ohio. The amendment which has been
agreed upon and which has just been read would permit of
advances for that purpose?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That is correct.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 15: On page 10, line 1, insert the follow=
ing: *: Provided, That the first proviso under the appropriation
‘Miscellaneous expenses, Office of the Secretary,’ contained in title

I of the act making appropriations for the Navy Department and
the naval service for the fiscal year 1041 is hereby repealed.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House recede and concur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed fo.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment
in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 18: On page 10, after line 13, insert the
following:

“The paragraph under the subheading ‘Naval Reserve’ of title I of
the Naval Appropriation Act for the fiscal year 1941 is amended by
inserting before the period at the end thereof a colon and the
following: ‘Provided further, That nothing in the immediately pre-
ceding proviso shall be deemed to prevent the use of any such
appropriation for the purpose of paying the pay, allowances, travel,
or other expenses of any such officer or enlisted man of the Naval
or Marine Corps Reserve who may surrender such pension. dis-
ability allowance, disability compensation, or retired pay for the
period of his active duty in the Navy or Marine Corps.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr, Speaker, I move that the
House recede and concur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment
in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 20: On page 11, in line 13, insert the
following: “and, in addition, the Secretary of the Navy is author-
ized, prior to July 1, 1841, to enter into contracts to an amount not
in excess of $15,000,000 for the purposes for which this appropria-
tion is available.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr, Speaker, I move to recede
and concur in the Senate amendment,

Now
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The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment
in disagreement,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 22: On page 11 after line 22, insert:

“MAINTENANCE, BUREAU OF YAEDS AND DOCKS

“For maintenance, Bureau of ¥Yards and Docks, including the
purchase of 12 motor busses at a cost not to exceed $4,500 each,
$2,000,000: Provided, That the limitation fixed in the Naval Appro-
priation Act for the fiscal year 1941, approved June 11, 1840, for
expenditures for the maintenance, operation, and repair of motor-
propelled passenger-carrying vehicles, etc., is increased during the
fiscal year 1941 from $100,000 to $110,000."

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr, Speaker, I move to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 39: On page 28, after line 14, insert:

“The Secretary of the Navy is hereby authorized to continue the
employment, in the District of Columbia and elsewhere, of such
employees now carried on the rolls as will be required for the
preparation of plans and specifications and administrative work
in connection with the public-works and public-utilities projects
mentioned in this act.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 45: On page 32, beginning in line 1, insert:

“There may be detalled to the Bureau of Navigation not to exceed
at any one time 25 enlisted men of the Navy in lieu of the 7
enlisted men as authorized by the Naval Appropriation Act for the
fiscal year 1941, and to the Bureau of Operations not to exceed at
any one time 12 enlisted men of the Navy in addition to those
detailed to Naval Communications and the Office of Naval In-
telligence.” 3 :

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 46: On page 32, after line 7, strike out lines 8,
9, and 10.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr, Speaker, I move to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment and yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBer].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, this is the part of the appro-
priation bill that was an amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr, VinsoN] to repeal “the first proviso
in section 8 (b) of the act approved June 28, 1940—Public,
No. 671”; and that proviso is—

That the Secretary of the Navy is further authorized under the
general direction of the President, whenever he deems any exist-
ing manufacturing plant or facility necessary for national defensé
and when he is unable to arrive at an agreement with the owner of
any such plant for its use or operation, to take over and operate
such plant or facility either by Government personnel or by con-
tract with private firms.

This means the confiscation of property in violation of the
Constitution.

Now, unless this is repealed, if either the Smith amend-
ment to the draft bill or the Vinson substitute is adopted,
the language will stand there absolutely ridiculous and abso-
lutely unconstitutional, and I do not think the House ought
to yield on this item.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. I respectfully invite the atten-
tion of the House te the fact that this is a very important
matter, because it has relation to two bills now under con-
sideration, the conscription bill and this money bill now
under consideration, and whatever we do here we do not want



11562

to be contradictory. The amendment that I offered to the
second supplemental national-defense appropriation bill re-
pealed the provision referred to by the gentleman from New
York. The Senate Subcommittee on Appropriations con-
curred in that action, but when the amendment offered to
the conscription bill by Senator RusseLL was adopted it also
repealed the provision to which the gentleman from New
York referred. That is the parliamentary situation now con-
fronting us, and therefore it looks to me like the proper way
to clear it up is for the House conferees to agree with the
Senate in not repealing this language, because the Russell
amendment or the Smith amendment will do that very thing.
If you do it in the way suggested by the gentleman from
New York, then you will have the Russell amendment or the
Smith amendment amending something that has already
been repealed. The House is going to repeal this language
in one way or the other, and the only way to repeal it is
to go along in the orderly way set out by the conferees and
agree to the Senate amendment, concurring in their refusal
to repeal it, for the reason that the Russell amendment to
the conscription bill is an amendment which already strikes
out that language. I think, if the gentleman will permit, we
should go along and adopt the Smith amendment or the Vin-
son substitute which would automatically repeal this lan-
guage. The Russell amendment has already provided for the
repeal of that section.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle-
man from New York permit me to answer the gentleman
from Georgia?

Mr. TABER. Yes.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Is it not true that if we
undertake to send this bill back to conference on account of
this amendment, it unquestionably will have to wait in con-
ference until the House finally has passed on the conscrip-
tion bill before the conferees would know what to agree to,
whereas, if the House takes the action recommended by the
conferees, the whole matter then will be disposed of?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes; and you will have only
one statute dealing with it; otherwise you are liable to have
two statutes, one in the appropriation bill and one in the
conscription bill; and the House is in thorough accord with
repealing it and modifying it along the lines suggested either
in the Smith amendment or the substitute that I have been
talking about offering. The parliamentary procedure is
such that the conferees should accede to the Senate striking
out this repeal owing entirely to the fact that the Russell
amendment or the Smith amendment or my substitute will
repeal this section.

Mr. CHURCH. Will the gentleman yield to me, so that I
may query the gentleman?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CHURCH. I want the membership of this House to be
consistent and our worthy chairman of the House Naval
Affairs Committee to be consistent. First, on page 11376 of
the ConcrEssioNAL REcorp of September 3, our chairman
said—and we have a right to rely on it:

There is nothing radical about the amendment I propose.

And that is your amendment.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. That is right.

Mr. CHURCH. That is your amendment and you admit
there are four propositions here to draft these plants, and
that yours is the safest one. The one the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Taser] is speaking against is the worst and
most drastic one. The gentleman from Georgia said the other
day, September 3, further quoting from page 11376 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD:

I would like to see this amendment placed in H. R. 10263.

That is the present bill. The members of the Naval Affairs
Committee and the House voted unanimously July 31 to repeal
the provision in Public, No. 671, and have a right to rely on
that statement made by the chairman of the Naval Affairs
Committee of the House on September 3.
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Further qguoting him there:

I would like to see this amendment placed in H. R. 10263 by the
House conferees in lieu of the House amendment that was stricken
out by the Senate, and I would like to see it substituted for the
Russell amendment in the conscription bill.

On June 22, when many of the Members of this House were
absent because of the convention at Philadelphia the nexi
week, even our chairman and the ranking member of the
minority on the Naval Affairs Committee did not know the
effect of that language that was passed on that day conscript-
ing these plants, and that has been admitted. We took that
up in the House Naval Affairs Committee in executive session.
We have a right to rely on the statement of our good chair-
man in the ReEcorp of September 3. He should offer today,
in lieu of this motion, his amendment, which is the least
harmful of all of these amendments. Are you going to put
this House on record today as undoing everything it did by
unanimous vote on July 31?

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Taper] has expired.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr, Speaker, I yield 3 addi-
tional minutes to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, the result of this whole thing
is this: It is going to be a very easy matter for anyone who
is going to offer an amendment to the draft bill to bring it
in as an amendment to paragraph (b) of section 8, while if
none of these things happen you would still have section 8,
subdivision (b) with the first proviso on the statute books.
Why not have this bill repeal the whole proviso that is so
bad and get rid of it when we have it before us, instead of
throwing it out of this bill and taking a chance that some-
thing will be done to correct it later on? It does not seem
to me that is the way to do the job. It seems to me that
we ought to clean it up and get rid of it.

Mr. COLE of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield. ;

Mr. COLE of New York. Apparently we are all in agree-
ment that the provision in the act of June 1940 should be
repealed. It seems to me to be orderly procedure to repeal
it and then to reenact either the Russell proposal or the Smith
proposal or the Vinson proposal. It is not necessary for con-
tinuance on the statute books of this provision of the act of
June 1940, for the enactment of either the Russell, Smith, or
Vinson proposal.

Mr. TABER. That is correct.

Mr. KEAN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that
a quorum is not present. This is a very important matter.

Mr, TABER. I hope the gentleman will not insist upon
that., I think we can take care of it and get the Members
here to vote if we need them.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, if we can get some time
here—I indicated to the gentleman from Virginia a while ago
that I wanted a little time to discuss this. I would just as
soon have the gentleman from New York or the gentleman
from Georgia discuss it. The House Members, every one of
them then present, voted against this on July 31. The gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Woobprum] is now asking the House
to reverse itself. What respect will the people of the United
States have for the Congress if it does that sort of thing?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I think the gentleman is
getting a little excited about the matter.

Mr. CHURCH. Iam not excited. I am surprised, though,
because the gentleman from Virginia does not insist on the
action taken by this House by unanimous vote on July 31;
nor are we to follow what the chairman of our committee
said the other day—September 3—in the REecorp, that the
substitute amendment which he has prepared and which he
recommends should be offered.

Mr. EEAN. Mr. Speaker, I insist on my point of order.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. The gentleman from Illinois
took most of the time I yielded to the gentleman from New
York.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman insist on his point of
order that a quorum is not present?
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Mr. KEAN. Yes, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Would the gentleman permit
me to make a statement first? Will the gentleman withhold
his point of order?

Mr. KEAN. Yes.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I hope the gentleman will not
take 25 minutes time for a roll call. The passage of this
defense measure is of vital importance. It has been delayed
time and time again—not in this body but in the other body—
and I hope the gentleman will permit us to go ahead.

Mr. KEAN. If the gentleman will give plenty of time to
discuss the matter, I will withdraw my point of order.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I have not cut off anybody.
I have yielded to everybody who has asked for time.

Mr. CHURCH. You just criticized the time the gentleman
from New York yielded to me.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York
has again expired.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 addi-
tional minutes to the gentleman from New York.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman withdraw his point
of order?

Mr. KEAN. Yes, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Taser] is recognized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me we are making a
great mistake if we throw this out of the bill and do not now
repeal that language which everyone seems to recognize
should be wiped out. If we try to tie in amendments to that
bad language and the amendments slip up, or anything of
that kind should happen, the language would still be on the
statute books. I think that should be wiped out of the bill. I
think that is all I have to say on the subject.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I believe it would be better for the gentleman
from Illinois to take some time himself.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHURCH].

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. Speaker, I want to take this time to
ask the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs if the
statement I have made is not true; namely, in his statement
on September 3 he expressed the hope that his amendment
that he prepared and put in the Recorp on that day would
be accepted by the conferees. Certainly we cannot get it ac-
cepted unless he presses it, unless he offers it here today.
I believe he is willing to do it if we get the time. I have no
reason to believe but that he will offer it, and if he offers it
I shall not need to take time now. I would like to ask our
chairman if he will not offer that amendment.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. The gentleman from Virginia
said he would yield me some time, and I will answer the
gentleman at that time.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, then, while I am on the floor
let me emphasize what I stated a while ago that the House
on July 31 unanimously voted to repeal that provision. When
it got to the Senate, hearings were held. They have been re-
ferred to. The only mention in the hearings of the Senate
committee were these words on page 213:

Second supplemental national defense appropriation bill
1941, on H. R. 10263:

Senator Russerr, Does the Navy Department make any recoms-
mendation as to the Vinson amendment repealing the com-
mandeering power?

I want the attention, Mr. Speaker, of the House and of
my chairman.

I repeat:

Does the Navy Department make any recommendation as to
the Vinson amendment repealing the commandeering power?

Admiral Moreerr. I do not believe the Navy Department has
made any statement on that, one way or the other.

Captain ALLEN. The Secretary of the Navy would like this bill
to stand as it comes from the House with that repeal in it.

Senator RusseLr. He is a great advocate of conscrlptmg man=
power, though.

Senator Byrwes. Do you have anything else, Admiral?
Admiral MoreeLL, That is all I have.
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Those are the only words in the Senate committee hearings
that have anything to do with this.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, when the House amendment
was repealed in the other body there were less than 10
Senators on the floor. When the other body came to this
last amendment it was referred to casually, and at least half
a dozen Senators were asking: “What page? What page?
What page?” And the Recorp shows that when they came to
this amendment some Senator asked, “What page?” And
the amendment was adopted striking this out without a Sen-
ator, except the author of the amendment to strike it out,
realizing its import.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress has been criticized the Nation
over because of its action on the 22d of June. This Congress,
on July 31, unanimously undid what it did on June 22. I do
not want this Congress to approve the gentleman’s motion.
I want the Congress to vote down the motion. Vote “No.”
Otherwise . this Congress on one day votes unanimously to
take out this provision and then another day, today, votes in
just the opposite way.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 min-
utes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinson].

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I thoroughly agree
with the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Wooprum] that there
is nothing to get excited about. We all have the same cb-
jective in mind and are trying to accomplish the same thing.
The only difference is that of the method by which it shall
be done.

Let me say at the very outset that I am just as much in
favor of the repeal of the section in the so-called speed-up
act of June 28, as is the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
CuHURcH], the gentleman from New York [Mr. TaBerl, or
anyone else. The parliamentary situation is such that the
only question here is the proper way to proceed to accom-
plish the purpose desired.

When this bill was before the House some weeks ago, I
offered an amendment to section 8 (b) of the act of June 28.
It was adopted unanimously. We all wanted that section
repealed, and it should have been repealed, because, as I
stated then, it delegated powers far beyond what should
have been given to the Secretaries of War and Navy or to
the President in time of limited emergency. When that bill
reached the Senate it naturally was referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. That commiftee went one step
further and also repealed the second proviso, while my
amendment repealed only the first proviso in section 8 (b).

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I yield.

Mr. TABER. If the gentleman would look at No. 4, he
has repealed the first proviso and the Senate has repealed
the first and second.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. That is right. The second pro-
viso is meaningless without the first proviso.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes; I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. The gentleman does not mean to leave any
other impression but that both provisos should be repealed,

‘does he? It was just an inadvertence that the gentleman’s

amendment did not include the two provisos appearing in
my statement on page 9754 of the REecorp of July 31.
These two provisos are the two provisos repealed by my bill
that our committee unanimously agreed should be passed,
and it was intended that day on the floor that both provisos
above referred to by me should be repealed. My chairman,”
I believe, is confused about that.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. When I offered my amendment
I distinctly limited it to these particular words:

The first proviso in section 8 (b) of the act approved June 28,
1940 (Public, No. 671), is hereby repealed

That amendment was adopted and that is what we did
when the appropriation bill was here originally. When the
bill got to the Senate, the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions, by an amendment to my amendment, repealed both
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the first and second provisos. In other words, my amend-
ment, as amended by the Senate committee, had the effect
of nullifying the following language:

Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy is further authorized,
under the general direction of the President, whenever he deems
any existing manufacturing plant or facility necessary for the
national defense, and whenever he is unable to arrive at an agree-
ment with the owner of any such plant or facility for its use or
operation, to take over and operate such plant or facility either
by Government personnel or by contract with private firms: Pro-
vided further, That the Becretary of the Navy is authorized to fix
the compensation to the owner of such plant or facility.

So the sum and substance of what the Senate committee
did was to repeal all of that which I have just read.

The bill was reported to the Senate. In the meantime the
conscription bhill came on the floor of the Senate and during
the debate on the conscription bill Senator RusseLL, of Geor-
gia, offered an amendment in which he expressly provided
for the repeal of the language which I have just read to the
House and which we partly repealed when we had this pend-
ing bill up in the House before. Then the Senate passed the
conscription bill with the Russell amendment written into it.

When this bill was in the Senate, and I refer to this ap-
propriation bill, Senator McKELLAR, of Tennessee, moved to
disagree to the committee’s report repealing the two provisos
of section 8 (b), owing to the fact that the Senate had struck
out such provisos in the Russell amendment to the conscrip-
tion bill.

I think everyone in the House can now understand the
situation. If there were not pending the Russell amendment,
if there were not pending the Smith amendment, if there
were not pending the Vinson substitute, I would be advo-
cating with every faculty that I possess that this language
which I read be repealed and wiped out of the law.

Mr. COLE of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from
New York.

Mr. COLE of New York. Where would we be then if
neither the Russell proposal, the Smith proposal, or the gen-
fleman’s proposal is adopted by the Congress?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. You would be right under this
law, there is no two ways about that. That would be the
only law on the statute books dealing with the matter.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gen-
tleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, all I am seeking to
do is to have the matter adjusted in one measure. It would
be in order to offer right here an amendment to concur with
an amendment and put in the Smith amendment or the sub-
stitute that I propose to offer to the Smith amendment.
But what would be the result of that? The result of that
would be that the conferees would be tied up waiting to see
what will happen with reference to an amendment along the
same line in the conscription bill.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from
Virginia.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Not only would they be tied
up all that time, but they would be tied up until the conference
report was finally agreed to on the conscription bill; is that
not true?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Yes. The only sensible thing
to do is to agree to the motion offered by the gentleman
4rom Virginia to concur in the action of the Senate striking
out this repeal proposal, for the reason that the House has
to pass one way or the other upon the Russell amendment or
the Smith amendment. When that is done, that will be the
only law on the statute books relating to the commandeering
of property. That is the proper way to proceed. I have no
desire to keep this on the statute books and I am just as
earnest in my effort to wipe it off the statute books and to
have an intelligent, comprehensive, constitutional provision
in the law. For the reasons set forth above I am supporting
the motion offered by the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. CHURCH. Will the gentleman yield?
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Mr. VINSON of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois.

Mr. CHURCH. In the Recorp of September 3, in the lan-
guage I have quoted, the gentleman indicated that he would
offer his amendment. Does he not think we have a right to
rely on that?

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. That is right, but to offer my
amendment at this point only “gums up the cards.” The
amendment will be offered, and it is in the Recorp here, to
the Smith amendment and by offering that amendment to the
Smith amendment, assuming its adoption, it not only will
repeal the Russell amendment or nullify the Russell amend-
ment, but will absolutely wipe out the first and second pro-
visos of section 8 (b) of the act of June 28.

Mr, CHURCH. The gentleman, knowing all those things,
as late as September 3, just the other day, stated what I have
said, and he has just now stated that he wants this thing
repealed. Why not do it here.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Well, there are two ways to do it.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I hope we are not to be
placed in the position of reversing our unanimous action of
the other day. Mr. Speaker, I hope the House will vote down
the gentleman’s motion to recede and concur.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre-
vious question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Woobrum].

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. CrUrRcH) there were—ayes 143, noes 75.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

So the motion was agreed to. -

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment numbered 48: On page 32, after line 20, in-
sert the following:

“Sec. 201. To the President for allocation to the War Depart-
ment and the Navy Department for projects for temporary dwell-
ings to be constructed and operated under the direction of the
Army, Navy, or Marine Corps for housing persons engaged in
national-defense activities under their direction, and for alloca-
tion to such other agencies of the United States as the President
may determine upon the recommendation of the Secretary of War
or Secretary of the Navy for the construction of housing projects
for persons engaged in national-defense activities or for loans (at
such interest rates as the President may fix) for the construction
of such projects, without regard to section 3709 of the Revised
Statutes, in localities where the President determines, upon the
recommendation of the War or Navy Department, that there is an
acute shortage of housing which impedes the national-defense pro-
gram and that the necessary housing would not otherwise be pro-
vided when needed, $100,000,000, to be immediately and contin-
uocusly available.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move to re-
cede and concur in the Senate amendment with an amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Wooprum of Virginia moves that the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate No. 48, and concur
in the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter
inserted by said amendment insert the following:

“Sec. 201. To the President for allocation to the War Department
and the Navy Department for the acquisition of necessary land and
the construction of housing units, including necessary utilities,
roads, walks, and accessories, at locations on or near Military or
Naval Establishments, now in existence or to be built, or near pri-
vately owned industrial plants engaged in military or naval activi-
ties, which, for the purposes of this act, shall be construed to in-
clude activities of the Maritime Commission, where the Secretary
of War, the Secretary of the Navy, or the Chalrman of the Maritime
Commission shall certify that such housing is important for pur-
poses under their respective jurisdiction and necessary to the na-
tional-defense program, $100,000,000: Provided, That the average
unit cost of such housing projects, including acquisitions of land
and the installation of necessary utilities, roads, walks, accessories,
and collateral expenses, shall not be in excess of $3.500: Provided
Jurther, That in carrying out the purposes of this section the Sec-
retary of War and the Secretary of the Navy may utilize such other
agencies of the United States as they may determine upon: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the
Navy. at their discretion, are hereby authorized to rent such hous-
ing units, upon completion, to enlisted men of the Army, Navy,
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Marine Corps with families, to field employees of the Military and
Naval Establishments with families, and to workers with families
who are engaged, or to be engaged, in industries essential to the
military and naval national-defense programs, including work on
ships under the control of the Maritime Commission. The Secre-
tary of War and the Secretary of the Navy are further authorized
to use such rentals as may be collected from each housing project
for the management and maintenance of the housing units therein,
ineluding utilities, roads, walks, and accessories, and to set up spe-
cial reserve accounts for the amortization of the cost of the project:
Provided further, That the authority of existing law for the negotia-
tion of cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contracts shall be applicable to housing
projects for which funds may be made available to the War and
Navy Departments or the Maritime Commission.”

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. SABATH. I hope this will not put the War Depart-
ment and the Navy Department in the real-estate business,
renting and subletting these housing projects, knowing as I
do that they have enough other worries and troubles.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. It puts them in to the extent
that the language states. It permits them when they build
these facilities to rent them to the people, if you call that
putting them into the real-estate business. I do not believe it
does, however. These are for furnishing facilities. Of course,
the only renting that will be done is where houses are built
for industries connected with the defense, and they rent the
houses to the people who live in them.

Mr. SABATH. I understand that another committee of
the House has had before it and has reported a bill to do
the same thing as is provided here.

Mr, WOODRUM of Virginia. I do not believe there is any
conflict between the two, I may say to the gentleman.

Mr. SABATH. I should like to know from the chairman
of the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds whether
this will in any way conflict with his bill.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I am going to vield to the
gentleman in just a moment.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Lanuam].

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds of the House of Representatives has
had before it for several days a bill for national-defense
housing, authorizing an appropriation. The bill is sponsored
by the Council of National Defense, by the War Department,
and by the Navy Department. The bill has to do primarily
with the housing of civilian workers at the various plants
which will be established under appropriations heretofore
made and which are already in existence. The need for such
housing seems to be very acute. The statement has been
made by those in authority that even the amount included
in the amendment to this bill plus the amount included in
the bill today reported by the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds will not be sufficient to meet the need.

There is a necessity for speed in providing this defense
housing, in view of the fact that the winter is coming on,
and we wish to obviate insofar as possible the likelihood of
an epidemic of flu or other disease that may arise by reason
of improper housing for our established defense forces and for
workers. Many of these plants will be in isolated places,
necessarily, where there is at present no provision for housing,
and this housing will have to be quickly constructed and in
many, if not in most instances, it will be of a temporary
character.

The bill that has been reported by the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds has in it restrictions with reference
to the various features of this national-defense housing.

With reference to the amendment that is pending before
us, I understand that it was designed primarily to permit the
Army and the Navy to do construction that is immediately
necessary in the carrying out of their own work at their vari-
ous posts and their various plants. I believe the construction
provided herein should be restricted as much as possible to that
purpose, and that the funds should not be diverted except
insofar as is absolutely necessary, to the housing of civilian
workers at these various posts, and only in those plants which
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are adjacent to the posts of the departments that are recited
herein, because I believe the Army and the Navy need for
themselves the amount of money here provided, inasmuch as
we are increasing the forces of the Army and the Navy and
those additional forces must be housed.

I hope that the great bulk of the housing for civilian
workers will be carried on under the bill that has been
reported today from the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, because it contains restrictions with reference to
the various features of this construction and announces very
definite policies.

May I say that I believe it is more or less urgent for this
amendment to go through, as suggested by the gentleman
from Virginia, for the reason that some of this construction
must be begun at once, and the money that is made available
here will naturally, in view of the fact that this is an appro-
priation bill, become available for that purpose more speedily
than under the bill today reported by the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds, inasmuch as the latter bill will
have to pass through legislative consideration in the two
Chambers,

Let me repeat that I believe the funds that are provided
should be restricted insofar as possible to carrying out the
necessary housing for these departments themselves, and
that no more of it should be diverted than necessary to the
purposes that will be accomplished by the bill today reported
by the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. I be-
lieve that what is so diverted should be for those plants which
are adjacent to or in relative proximity to the Army and
Navy posts and establishments of the Maritime Commission.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 addi-
tional minutes to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. SABATH. So the gentleman is satisfied there will be
no duplication between the work that is to be done under this
appropriation and the work that is fo be done under the
gentleman’s bhill?

Mr. LANHAM. From the information before the commit-
tee there will be no duplication whatever. I am hoping,
therefore, that the appropriation that is made here will be
restricted principally to the Army and the Navy and the
Maritime Commission and the Marine Corps, and their par-
ticular housing needs in view of our expanded program, and
that as little of it as possible may be diverted to the purposes
contained in the bill reported by the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds, and that such as should be neces-
sarily diverted will be with reference to plants that are so
adjacent to the various posts of the Army and the Navy that
they could with dispatch carry on that work.

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentleman from Massa=
chusetts.

Mr. HOLMES. I want to ask the gentleman if we are not
dealing with two entirely different problems here.

Mr. LANHAM. Absolutely so.

Mr. HOLMES. As I understand the situation, and I have
been on the committee with the chairman and have listened
to the testimony on this other authorization bill for several
days in connection with building houses for the Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps, they will be more or less of a permanent
nature, while the bill that is before our committee deals more
with temporary buildings for housing civilian employees
in connection with our defense program.

[Here the gavel fell.] :

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the
gentleman from Texas 2 additional minutes.

Mr. LANHAM. And, in addition to what the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. HoLmES] has said, our bill not only
provides for definite policies and restrictions in such con-
struction, but that we may recoup much of that money by
the disposition of the property after the time of emergency
that makes it necessary has passed.
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Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for
a further observation?

Mr. LANHAM. Yes; and I may say that the gentleman
from Massachusetts is the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Mr. HOLMES. I want to say to the chairman of the
committee that-I approve the proviso the gentleman has
inserted in this amendment, because when the Army and the
Navy came before our committee urging the adoption of the
bill which we have already reported, they assured us that
none of their activities would in any shape or manner con-
flict with the authority which was sought in the other hill,
and as I understand it the proviso put in by the conferees is
that the Army and the Navy, when it comes to the matter of
building homes for civilian employees connected with naval
establishments or industrial plants, under this amendment
can turn over to the Department of Public Works and let
them handle that type of work along with the authorization
under our bill,

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LANHAM. I yield to the gentleman from Connecticut.

Mr. MILLER. Not to bring another factor into this mat-
ter, but last week the U. S. H. A. released $4,000,000 in the
city of Hartford for housing of employees of two industrial
plants, Colts and Aircraft, but not built under the U. S. H. A.
I mean by that no subsidy whatever for housing facilities.
Is there going to be a conflict there? The thought I have in
mind is that they have these local authorities, and we will not
go into that now, that have a good deal of valuable informa-
tion and experience and I am wondering if the gentleman’s
committee has given consideration to making use of existing
local authorities.

Mr. LANHAM. I will say to the gentleman from Connecti-
cut that our committee has given very attentive consideration
to that very matter and to all housing agencies that may be
helpful, and I think he will see from our bill as amended that
it will meet the situation exactly.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minutz that he may yield to our col-
league from Illinois.

Mr. McKEOUGH. I would like to ask the gentleman a
question. As I understood the gentleman’s interesting state-
ment of his bill, I was fearful that the measure confined

whatever expenditure might be involved only to those places

to house civilian employees that were adjacent to existing
Naval or Army Establishments.

Mr. LANHAM. Oh, no; the bill reported by the Public
Buildings and Grounds Committee provides for them through-
out our domain, and inasmuch as it does so I was hopeful that
the bulk of the $100,000,000 provided by this amendment
would be used by the Army and the Navy for their own housing
purposes, for their expanding forces, and that as little of it
as possible would be diverted to purposes that are provided
for otherwise.

Mr. McEEOUGH. There is no restrictive requirement in
the event of the establishment of a new industry where hous-
ing facilities for civilians are absent. Under the provisions
of your measure, I presume there is sufficient discretion left
with the Army and the Navy and the Defense Commission to
spend some of that money in that direction.

Mr. LANHAM. The Army, the Navy, the Council of De-
fense, and many others appeared before our committee and
there is complete understanding and no duplication with ref-
erence to the functions of these two measures.

[Here the gavel fell.] _

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the
" gentleman from Virginia for the purpose of asking a question.

Mr. DARDEN of Virginia. Can the War Department and
the Navy Department transfer this money to any other de-
partment for its utilization or are they restricted to spending
it themselves in the interest of housing?

Mr., WOODRUM of Virginia. They cannot transfer the
funds as such; that is, they cannot allocate them. They can
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only gef the Public Works Agency or any other existing agency
to do the job for them, if they wish to do so, but they cannot
allocate the funds.

Mr. DARDEN of Virginia. But they can spend the money
through those agencies?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. That is right.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. TABER].

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, the amendment carries the
language “that in carrying out the purposes of this section
the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy may uti-
lize such other agencies of the United States as they may
determine upon.” This means that the United States Hous-
ing Authority or any other incompetent outfit can be hauled
into this operation. I cannot go along with the amendment
with that language in it, and the parliamentary situation is
such that I cannot offer an amendment to the amendment.
Therefore I am placed in the position of being obliged to
oppose it. If we are going to have that racketeering outfit in
the construction of these buildings, we are just going to be in
a mess. At the present time Admiral Moreell told the com-
miitee that they are building these outfits and taking care of
these people with outfits that cost about $2,400 a unit, includ-
ing the utilities. That is a unit for a family. This raises it
to $3,500. If the housing racket gets into this, they will run
it up to $3,500 and keep it there. I cannot see why we should
let that cutfit get their fingers on anything, and I cannot vote
for anything that will let them in.

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. HOLMES. I wish to say to the gentleman that in the
bill reported by the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds we limited it to $3,000 for continental United States,
$4,000 outside of continental United States, and we also placed
a ceiling of $3.950 beyond which they could not build a home
for anybody in the United States, and $4,750 for anyone out-
side of the United States.

Mr. TABER. Did you not also turn the job over to the
public buildings branch of the public-works outfit?

Mr. HOLMES. That is right.

Mr. TABER. Rather than this other outfit?

Mr. HOLMES. And authorized them to use any other
unit in connection with the carrying out of the program.

Mr. COLMER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yleld.

Mr.COLMER. Iwas interested in the gentleman’s observa-
tion about the housing racket and his reference to the United
States Housing Authority. I do not understand from a casual
readin® of the amendment that it necessarily follows at all
that the United States Housing Authority will have anything
to do with the administration of this, and I would like to have
the gentleman’s further statement about that.

M:>, TABER. Well, it says this:

That in carrying out the purposes of this section the Secretary
of War and the Secretary of the Navy may utilize such other
agencies of the United States as they may determine upon.

That means that they may determine upon and turn over
the construction of these buildings to the United States
Housing Authority or any other outfit that is doing building
in the different departments of the Government.

Mr. COLMER. There are a number of agencies in addi-
tion to the United States Housing Authority?

Mr. TABER. Oh, yes; but they can use this Housing Au-
thority. I do not believe in letting them get a crack at it.
I believe that a great deal of this will be turned over to them
if we pass the bill with this language in it. I cannot sup-
pert it.

Mr. EBERHARTER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. EBERHARTER. From all the testimony beforza the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds we feel that
the War Department, the Navy Department, and the Public
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Works Agency are not going to turn the building of these
projects over to the United States Housing Authority on the
same terms and conditions as they have been building homes.
They will only be of a temporary nature and there will not be
the eligibility rules nor any of the other matters which made
the United States Housing Authority projects so expensive,
such as community facilities and different matters of that sort.
It will be more a matter of temporary necessary housing proj-
ects under the direct supervision of Mr. Carmody, of the
P. W. A,

Mr. TABER. It would be a good deal better if this job was
done by the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy
with their own outfits and not monkey with these people.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. I yield the gentleman 2
additional minutes. :

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I wish to ask the gentleman a ques-
tion in this way, to find out from the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. HoLmes] if his committee is now establishing
the precedent of building family units in Puerto Rico and
Hawalii, for instance, that run $1,200 to $1,750 above the cost
of family units in the continental United States. Is that
what I understood the gentleman to say?

Mr. HOLMES. No. We are placing a limit of $4,000 above
which no family unit can be built, outside of continental
United States. We placed that limit there because when
you come to build units in Alaska you will find it is more
expensive than building them in Florida or even in Hawaii.
But the evidence produced before our committee was that the
average would be around $2,000 or less.

Mr. CRAWFORD. But all of the testimony we have had
before the Insular Affairs Committee and the Banking and
Currency Committee indicates that the cost of building family
units on the islands would run much less than in the United
States. Are we establishing a precedent that you can go
into those islands and put up family units at a greater cost?

Mr. HOLMES. Nct at all.

Mr. CRAWFORD. It sounds that way.

Mr. HOLMES. Certainly not.

Mr. IZAC. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, TABER. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr, IZAC. Surely there is nothing in this provision that
would prevent the Bureau of Yards and Docks in the Navy
Department putting up these homes in the vicinity of the
navy yards?

Mr. TABER. Nothing to prevent them doing it, no. I am
not going to object to their doing it themselves, but I do ob-
ject to their turning it over to this United States Housing
Authority. I am going to oppose the proposition for that
reason,

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr, Speaker, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SaBaTHI.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I have questioned the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. Woobrum], the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Appropriations, and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Lanaam], chairman of the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds, as to whether, there will be any complica-
tions should this appropriation as well as the bill reported
by the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds be passed.
They assured me that there would not be any such compli-
cations.

Mr. Speaker, there might have been some justice in the
criticism of the program and policies pursued prior to the
establishment of the United States Housing Authority and
before the appointment of the present Administrator, Mr.
Straus. Today, thanks to the tireless efforts and energy of
Mr. Straus, construction costs of dwellings for workers are as
low as they have ever been and are constantly being reduced,
and therefore I consider the repeated attacks of the gentle-
man from New York [Mr, Taser] as entirely uncalled for,
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unwarranted, and unjustified. I can attribute his remarks
to no other cause but a deep-rooted prejudice against the
policy of the Government taking people out of the slums and
housing them in decent, sanitary, and healthy surroundings
at a cost as low or lower than the rents previously paid by
them.

I challenge the gentleman from New York to show waste,
mismanagement, or graft under the administration of Mr.
Straus. The record is clear and unimpeachable.

In this connection I want, first, to point out and clearly
emphasize that the U. S. H, A. is not engaged in actual con-
struction of low-cost housing projects. Each of the projects
are built under direct control and supervision of local au-
thorities, the members of which are high public-spirited citi-
zens interested in social welfare. They are acquainted with
the needs of the locality and the most effective and expedi-
tious way in which to achieve those objectives. The mem-
bers of the local boards are appointed by the mayor in each
locality, and every member of the local authority serves with-
out compensation. The U. S. H. A. is the financial agency
engaged in loaning money to the local authorities to carry
on the work. All of the moneys so loaned are amply secured,
and every cent loaned is being paid back, and will be paid
back with interest.

It is also to be remembered that the U. S. H. A. is a pioneer
in the field of housing without benefit of precedence or experi-
ence of others. As with all experimentation, necessary in
carrying out a program successfully, the Authority has set
remarkable standards and has established staggering and
most impressive records in low-cost housing and low-cost
rentals. These are all matters of record and suggest that
my colleague from New York acquaint himself with some of
the facts and not base his conclusions on gossip and hearsay.
I am sure that U. S. H. A. would be only too happy to furnish
him with any information he desires.

Now, what are the facts about the present U. S. H. A. pro-
gram under Administrator Straus? Here they are:

LOW RENTS

Average shelter rents range from a low of $6.32 per dwelling
per month to a high of $17.86, with a Nation-wide average of
$12.92,

ACTUALLY SERVES LOWEST INCOME FAMILIES

The average income of tenants ranging from a low of
$442 to a high of $1,110 in a project in the largest city with
the highest levels of income and costs of living, with a Nation-
wide average annual income of $782.

REHOUSES SLUM DWELLERS

Only families actually living in slums and substandard
dwellings are accepted for occupancy. Rents are well within
means of present slum dwellers.

FPROGRESS OF PROGRAM

U. S. H. A. has made contracts with local authorities for
424 projects with a total of 145,126 dwelling units. These
projects are located in 193 localities in 35 States and Terri-
tories.

Construction is under way on 244 projects with 90,436
dwelling units. There are 64 projects now ready for occu-
pancy with a total of 22,807 dwelling units.

LOW CONSTRUCTION COSTS

The net construction cost of U. S. H. A. houses—including
plumbing, heating, and electrical installation—ranges down
to $2,000, with an average of $2,734 per house, or more than
20 percent below the cost of private construction in the same
localities. Over-all cost of new housing—including land, site
improvements, architectural fees, and all overheads—ranges
down to $3,000 with a Nation-wide average of $4,359 for
durable, decent, modern housing built under prevailing wages
and with a life expectancy of 60 years.

SLUMS BEING CLEARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LAW

Every contract requires that slum dwellings must be elimi-

nated equal in number to the new dwellings to be built. Up
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to date 32,000 old slum dwellings have actually been elimi-
nated. A total of 160,000 will be eliminated as part of the
present program,

NET COST OF PROGRAM TO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

The loans made by U. S. H. A. are repaid in full with inter-
est and will involve absolutely no cost to the Federal Govern-
ment.

The only cost to the Government—aside from U. 8. H. A.
administrative overhead—is represented by annual contribu-
tions. The maximum contracts now authorized provide for
only $28,000,000 per year. Due to operating economies the
subsidy has been reduced from a maximum of 3.5 percent to
2.8 percent. Moreover, the U. 8. H. A. is borrowing money
at a lower rate than that at which it loans to the local author-
ities; and this interest spread further reduces the net cost to
only $13,400,000 per year.

NET COST PER FAMILY

The net cost per family will average $6 per month or only
$1.50 per person. This is an extremely low figure in relation
to the social benefits of the program.

NO COMPETITION WITH PRIVATE ENTERPRISE

The only families admitted to U. 8. H. A.-aided projects are
those who have been forced to live in the slums because they
cannot afford decent housing. Public-housing projects are
never approved by the U. S. H. A. unless the proposed rents
are far below the lowest rents at which decent privately
owned homes are available.

STIMULATES BUSINESS

Public housing projects are carried out by private industry.
Land and materials are bought through normal channels, all
contracts are let to private architects, engineers, and con-
tractors, and labor is employed through usual channels of the
building industry. Public housing affords needed employ-
ment for idle capital and labor.

It is regrettable that in carrying on so noble a work the
housing officials are being charged with lobbying activities. As
chairman of the Rules Committee I am well acquainted with
lobbying activities, but not once have I or do I know of any
other Member who has been approached concerning U. S. H. A.
legislation by officials of the Authority. I am, however, ap-
proached day after day by numerous civic organizations, social
and welfare boards, labor organizations, and many other pub-
lic bodies interested in such high social purposes. These
groups are vitally interested in the program and are constantly
calling my attention to the needs in the localities all over the
country. That U. S. H. A. officials are engaged in such prac-
tices is wholly untrue and only a figment of my colleague’s
imagination, highly exaggerated, in his effort to blast and
destroy that which has been so difficult to build and create.

It is the easiest thing in the world to make charges and
accusations, but I defy the gentleman from New York or any
other man to substantiate any such reckless charge as he has
made. Mr, Speaker, I cannot conclude without resenting
what, to my mind, are cheap insinuations reflecting on the
personnel of the United States Housing Authority, and for
that reason I am inserting the names of the outstanding offi-
cials to whom credit is due in bringing that agency to such a
high point of efficiency that persons living in the communities
where such projects are located point with pride to their
achievements.

The Honorable John M. Carmody, Chief of the Federal
Works Agency, is in general charge of the Authority. He is a
man whose record of ability, honesty, and integrity cannot be
questioned.

Mr. Straus, as Administrator, needs no introduction. He
has been a businessman of long standing, and comes from an
outstanding family distinguished for its activities in the field
of public welfare. I know Mr, Straus personally and have the
highest regard for his ability in administering a project of this
character. He is doing an admirable job, and is highly re-
spected by all who come in contact with him.
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Mr. Leon H. Keyserling, Deputy Administrator and Acting
General Counsel, is also personally known to me. He is very
likable, courteous, and considerate. He has, for many years,
been a student of housing problems. He is a keen observer,

- is extremely conscientious, and certainly well qualified for the

position he occupies.

Although I am not personally acquainted with the other
officials of the Authority I know that each of them are of high
caliber. Each of them has had years of experience in prob-
lems of public housing and each is outstanding in his or her
respective profession.

Leon H. Keyserling, Deputy Administrator and Acting Gen-
eral Counsel.

William T. Seaver, Assistant Administrator.

Warren Jay Vinton, Chief Economist and Planning Officer.

Thomas M. Hall, Executive Officer.

Regional Directors:

Region No. 1, Sumner Wiley.

Region No. 2, John T. Egan.

Region No. 3, Oliver Winston.

Region No. 4, James P. Broome.

Region No. 5, William K. Divers.

Region No. 6, Marshall W. Amis.

Region No. 7, Winters Haydock.

iH. Lyle Campbell, Director of Construction Review Divi=-
slon. .

S. J. Elson, Director of Finance and Accounts Division.

Charles E. V. Prins, Director of Informational Service Divi=
sion.

Walter V. Price, Director of Labor Relations Division,

H. Tudor Morsell, Director of Land Review Division.

David L. Krooth, Director of Legal Division.

Russel Cook, Director of Personnel Division.

Romer Shawhan, Director of Projects Division.

Frank T. Horne, Acting Director of Racial Relations.

e James W. Routh, Director of Research and Statistics Divi=
on.

Rudolph Nedved, Coordinator for Rural Housing.

Albert C. Shire, Director of Technical Division.

T. J. Carolan, Director of Office Service Division.

Lee F. Johnson, Tyrrell Krum (press relations), Special
Assistants to the Administrator.

Mr. Speaker, so much for the regular program of the Au-
thority. I will now take but a moment on the part of the
Authority in the program of national defense. In recognition
of the acute need for housing as part of the defense program,
Congress passed a law which conferred powers upon the War
and Navy Departments and the U. S. H. A. to undertake or
assist in national-defense housing projects. This law, Pub-
lic, No, 671, was approved by the President on June 28 of this
year. It did not make any new moneys available, but some
projects have been started with a small amount of funds
which the U. S. H. A. has been able to make available. Under
Public Law No. 671, the President has called upon the War
and Navy Departments to undertake some of the defense
housing projects. However, in most cases the War and Navy
Departments recommended that the projects be undertaken
by local public housing authorities with loans from the
U. 8. H. A. To date national defense housing projects have
been approved in 17 localities. Of these, 13 are being con-
structed by local housing authorities. The housing experi-
ence of these local authorities has made it possible for them
to achieve speed and efficiency on the defense housing proj-
ects which they have undertaken. The usual time schedule
of a local housing authority on the defense housing project
has been cut to 120 days from ground breaking to occupancy.
As a result, the number of the defense housing projects ap-
proved on June 25, 1940, are scheduled for occupancy before
the end of this year.

The President has already approved projects to provide
7,475 homes for the families of persons in defense activities,
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and additional projects are now being prepared for submis-
sion to the President which will bring this total to 10,338
homes. These homes will be occupied by the families of
married enlisted men, civilian workers of the War and Navy
Departments, and industrial workers in plants producing de-
fense materials, but only to the extent that private industry
cannot furnish the necessary housing for them.

In view of the fact that the U. S. H. A. and the local housing
authorities have made such a splendid record, not only in the
regular slum-clearance program, but also in the defense
housing program, I am particularly pleased to find that the
conferees have included a provision in section 201 which
would permit the use of this effective existing machinery.
Section 201 provides that in carrying out its purposes, the
Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy may utilize
such other agencies of the United States as they determine
upon.

In the past, the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the
Navy have recommended to the President the use of the
U. 8. H. A. and local housing authorities in the undertaking
of most of the defense housing projects now under way. I
am glad to see that the conferees have recognized the im-
portance of continuing the use of these facilities under the
plan provided in Public Law No. 671 approved by the Presi-
dent in June of this year, which provides for loans by the
U. S. H. A. to local housing authorities for the construction
of projects for persons engaged in national-defense activities.
I hope that the War and Navy Departments will make funds
available to the U. S. H. A. for loans to local housing authori-
ties, so that we may get the best possible defense housing
program by utilizing the facilities of local authorities which
are run by local citizens, who are naturally most familiar with
the local housing problems of their own communities and the
best way to meet those problems.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre-
vious question,

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recede
and concur with an amendment.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. TaBer) there were—ayes 102, noes 47.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amend-
ment in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 50, Page 34, line 4, insert the following:

“Spc. 302. Nothing in titles I and II hereof shall be deemed to
render inapplicable the provisions of the act of March 8, 1931, as
amended by the act of August 30, 1935 (49 Stat. 1011; U. S. C,, title
40, sec. 276 (a)), or the provisions of the act of June 30, 1936 (49
Stat. 2036; U. 8. C., title 41, secs. 35-45), to any contract or contracts
to which the provisions of either or both of such acts would other-
wise apply.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia, Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede and concur.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment
in disagreement.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment No. 51. Page 34, line 12, insert the following:

“Sgc. 303. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the wages
of every laborer and mechanic employed by any contractor or sub-
contractor engaged in the performance of any contract of the char-
acter specified in the act of June 19, 1912 (37 Stat. 138; U. 8. C,, title
40, secs. 324, 325), shall be computed on a basic day rate of 8 hours
per day and work in excess of 8 hours per day shall be permitted upon
compensation for all hours worked in excess of 8 hours per day at not
less than one and one-half times the basic rate of pay.”

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I move that the
House recede and concur.

Mr, Speaker, I yield myself 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recognized
for 1 minute.
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Mr, WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr, Speaker, if this motion
is agreed to, it will complete action on this bill insofar as the
House of Representatives is concerned.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous guestion.

The previous question was ordered.

The motion was agreed to. .

A motion to reconsider the vote by which the conference
:eg?rt and the several motions were agreed to was laid on the

able.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will briefly recognize Members
to submit unanimous consent requests.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. KUNKEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the REcorp and to include therein
an editorial from a St. Petersburg, Fla., paper.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
the President’s Labor Day message.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection,

Mr. HENDRICKS, Mr. SaABATH, and Mr. CHURcH asked and
were given permission to revise and extend their remarks.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the REcorp and to include
therein a letter from a constituent.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. BULWINEKLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include
therein excerpts from the speech of Governor Hoey, of North
Carolina, on the occasion of the dedication of the Great
Smokies National Park.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

NAVY AIRPLANE ORDERS

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the
Committee on Naval Affairs I present a privileged resolu-
tion and ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 584

Resolved, That the Becretary of the Navy is hereby directed to
transmit to the House of Representatives forthwith detailed in-
formation showing the number and types of airplanes for which
contracts have been made for the use of the Navy, the dates such
contracts were entered into, since June 1, 1940, and the names of
the lﬂrms, companies, or corporations contracting to furnish such
airplanes.

Mr, VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that a letter from the Secretary of the Navy be read.
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object——

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. This is a privileged report.

Mr. FISH. I just wanted to say that I am very happy
that it will be read, that this information will be given to
the House.

The Clerk read as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvVY,
Washington, September 4, 1940.
The CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the request of the
Naval Affairs Committee for the views and recommendations of the
Navy Department on House Resolution 584, directing the Secretary
of the Navy to transmit to the House of Representatives detailed
information showing the number and types of airplanes, for which
contracts have been made since June 1, 1940.

There is tabulated below the data desired in House Resolution
584. Attention is invited to the fact that publication of detailed
figures on the procurement program of the United States results
in the release of valuable military information in an authoritative
and convenient form: .
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Contracts for naval airplanes since June 1, 1940

Num- | pate of con-
Type &cal;l :i track Contractor

Utility-transport .. Beech Aircraflt Corporation,

Primary trainers... 800 |- do...._...| Naval Alreraft Factory.
Advanced trainers. . 25 | June 21, 1940 | North American Aviation.
Primary trainers_._...._..| 600 | July 1,1940 | Stearman Aircralt Division, Boe-

ing Airplane Co.
Spartan Aireraflt Co,
Ryan Aeronantical Corporation.

Do.-

201 | July 10,1940
Do..
Fighting.

100 | Aug. 19, 1940

243 | Aug. 5,1040 | Grumman Aircralt Engineering
Corporation.
Utility-transport. .. ..... 10 | Ang. 3,1940 Do.
I‘atmt%})ombcr (experi- 1 | June 29,1940 | Boeing Airplane Co.
ment).
T AR 1| Aug. 27,1940 | Lockheed Aircraft Corporation.
1, 686

One hundred of these planes on option on this contract, option
being exercised, but formal acknowledgment not yet received.

The Navy Department has been advised by the Bureau of the
Budget that there would be no cbjection to the submission of this
e

Sincerely yours,
JAMES FORRESTAL,
Under Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. VINSON of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact
that the letter just read contains all the information called
for in the resolution showing that some 1,600 planes have
been ordered since June 6, I move to lay the resolution on
the table.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the motion will be
agreed to.

There was no objection.

COMPULSORY MILITARY TRAINING AND SERVICE

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. Mavl.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resoclve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consideration of the bhill (H. R.
10132) to protect the integrity and institutions of the United
States through a system of selective compulsory military
training.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold
his motion a moment to permit me to submit a unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. MAY. Certainly.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the ReEcorp and to include some
excerpts from the Democratic platform and an address I
made before the Democratic platform committee in Chicago.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. KEEEFE., Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include an
extract from various Democratic national platforms.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KEEFE]?

There was no objection.

Mr. THORKELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the REcorp and to in-
clude a short article.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Montana [Mr. THORKELSON]?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include therein
a short article on Senator McNary. .

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. ANGELL]?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAY. Mr, Speaker, I renew iny motion that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill
H. R. 10132.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, a point of order.
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Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I insist upon my motion, and I
do not yield.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will count.

Mr., MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the point
of order.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from EKentucky that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 10132.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H. R. 10132, with Mr. WARREN in the
chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) the Congress hereby declares that it is

imperative to increase and train the personnel of the armed forces of
the United States.

{b) The Congress further declares that in a free soclety the
obligations and privileges of miltary training and service should be
shared generelly in accordance with a fair and just system of
selective compulsory military training and service.

(c) The Congress further declares, in accordance with our tra-
ditional military policy as expressed in the National Defense Act of
1816, as amended, that it is essential that the strength and organi-
gation of the National Guard, as an integral part of the first-line
defences of this Nation, be at all times maintained and assured. To
this end, it is the intent of the Congress that whenever the Con-
gress shall determine that troops are needed for the national se-
curity in excess of those of the Regular Army and those in active
training under the provisions of this act, the National Guard of
the United States, or such part thereof as may be necessary, shall be
ordered to active Federal service and continued therein so long as
such necessity exists.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word and I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 10
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. For 10 minutes only?

Mr. COLLINS. For 10 minutes in addition to the 5 to
which I am entitled.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Corrins] asks unanimous consent to proceed for 15 minutes.
Is there objection?

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object, I
hope the gentleman will not insist on that. We have just
started now affer 2 long days of general debate.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr, Chairman, I asked the gentleman for
some time in general debate on this bill and he told me there
was none left.

Mr. MAY. I have no recollection of that.

Mr. COLLINS. Well, I do.

Mr. MAY. I do not think you did.

Mr. COLLINS. Well, I did, in spite of what the gentleman
says.

Mr, MAY. Do you want me to object?

Mr. COLLINS. That is immaterial to me.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr, CoLrins].

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr, Chairman, I object.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr, Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman may proceed for 5 addi-
tional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. CAsg]?

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I have been one of those who tried very hard to get
time but could not get any. I recognize the gentleman is far
more worthy than I, or perhaps any man in the House, to
have time and I shall not object; but if this continues, I shall
object because I would like to have 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Casel?

Mr. ANDREWS. What is the request. Mr. Chairman?



1940

The CHAIRMAN. That the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr. Corrins] may proceed for 5 additional minutes.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, on yesterday I offered the
gentleman from Massachusetts all the time he wanted, and
I think he was offered some time at the end of the session.
I shall object to more than 10 minutes.

Mr. GIFFORD. I am surprised. When did you do that?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. CAsE]l?

There was no objection.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, it is unfortunate that a
Member of Congress cannot fully discuss the conscription bill,
now before the House, from all of its various angles. With
no time, however, available to me under general debate and
with the little time at my disposal under the 5-minute rule
I have elected to use it in discussing only one phase of com-
pulsory military service, and that pertains to its lack of merit
in the modern military way. The present war has thoroughly
proven that the German successes have been the result of
three things—modern air and land weapons, soldiers highly

.trained to use them, and commanders of imagination and with

wide experience in the problems that confront officers in
commanding a highly mechanized and industrialized army—
and all three of these fully ccordinated. Added to these is the
total elimination of men too old, tco weary, and ftoo out-
moded to pursue and comprehend warfare of the 1940 type.

I do not intend to convey the thought that modern infantry
and field-artillery training should be neglected, but let it be
remembered that old-fashioned infantry in the modern set-up
has been abandoned. It is a noteworthy fact that mecha-
nized divisions in the German Army are organizad on the basis
of about one to four or five of its modern infantry. Its suc-
cesses on the continent have been the direct result of the use
of airplanes as artillery followed by ground forces in large,
medium, and small tanks—even the flanks of these fingers of
steel have been protected from flank assaults by airplanes
cooperating with these mechanized troops.

According to an editorial in the New York Sun of June 20
of this year, referring to a dispatch that came through the
French censorship at Bordeaux, it put at 150,000 the strength
of the German units that blasted their way through the
Ardennes, broke the French line at Sedan, pushed fingers of
steel to the sea, cut off the French and British and Belgian
forces in Flanders, and ruptured the Meuse and Somme de-
fense lines. The German casualty lists, both for the Polish
campaign and the Flanders campaign have seemed fantasti-
cally small in the light of what was accomplished. If those
casualty lists are correct, they are fantastic only because they
reveal an entirely new economy of war in which the machine
is made to substitute for flesh and blood.

The casualty lists were small because the soldiers operat-
ing these machines were protected by armor and because
their adversaries clung to the military technique of the past
and put their reliance upon manpower.

Col. William Donovan, appointed by Hon. Frank Knox,
Secretary of the Navy, to go to London on an important mili-
tary mission, met there the veteran foreign correspondent,
Edgar Mowrer. These two men, on behalf of the United
States, made surveys and studies of the methods used by the
totalitarian powers and recently wrote a series of articles with
a commendatory foreword by Secretary Knox. From an ar-
ticle by them in the Washington Times-Herald of August 20,
1940, I quote the following:

Adolf Hitler's “blite” conquests of Norway, Belgium, Holland, Lux-
emburg, and France are military masterpieces. In all secrecy and
with incredible speed the Nazi leader built up a unique military
machine beside which all other armies in the world were obsolete.
Basing his organization upon experience acquired in Spain during
the civil war, Hitler placed at the head of his mobilized masses a
modern “alrplane plus tank” spearhead. The German masses were

not particularly impressive. They did not need to be. It was the
spearhead of 50,000 men that beat France.

Hanson W. Baldwin, military critic for the New York Times,
has written a very able article which was published in Har-
per’s Magazine for August, in which he discusses at consid-
erable length a plan of defense for the Western Hemisphere.
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I suggest its reading by the membership of this House. In
discussing the Army, he says:

It must provide a field force, highly trained, fully equipped, in-
stantly ready for transportation as an expeditionary force anywhere
within the Western Hemisphere—to quell, with the help of the
Navy and air force, alien-inspired revolutions, to seize an advanced
base, to repel an attack or hold an area until larger forces are trans-
ported, if necessary, to assist it. Such a force certainly need be
no larger than 150,000 men—perhaps half that number—abcout the
number with which Germany, only 100 miles away, seized Norway.
Adding to this the numbers required for the Army's other func-
tions, the Regular Army, even to fulfill its broadened responsibili-
ties, need be no larger than 400,000 men, if that large.

In the same article he urges that the National Guard be
reorganized and that its duties be enlarged to provide coast
and antiaircraft defense for the country, and then points out:

This reorganized and strengthened army needs, above all, to be
a balanced army, with the proper number of antiaircraft units, the
proper number of mechanized divisions, ete. Despite the graphic
lessons of the war, there is as yet no indication that our future
plans have been altered to fit those lessons; there is as yet no evi-
dence that the importance of the gasoline engine in war has been
fully realized.

The editorial from the Sun, the quoted section from Colonel
Donovan’s and Edgar Mowrer's article, and the quoted excerpt
from the Hanson Baldwin article are merely illustrative of
what every one of us reads day after day in the newspapers
as the German Army made its advance through continental
Europe, and we are all too familiar with the fact that it was
a comparatively small force operating airplanes and tanks
that laid Europe prostrate. The other German troops merely
followed. There was little left for the so-called infantryman
with the rifle to do except police duty. The airplane held
the ground that the infantry occupied by making it untenable
for the adversary in their feeble attempts to oceupy it.

Notwithstanding these facts it is now proposed to draft
millions of men, place them on old fields, and give them a type
of military training that we have recently seen is an utter
failure. This cannot be justified on a basis of hemisphere
defense, for no such mass of men, if conscripted, can be used
effectively to combat the weapons that would be used by an
enemy in an attack against this hemisphere. ’

Likewise these men cannof be used in offensive warfare for
the man with a rifle is utterly and pitifully helpless in battle
against the tank and the airplane. Only airplanes and tanks,
carrying officers and men highly trained to use them, can suc-
cessfully combat these same instruments in the hands of an
intelligent adversary. A 1940 army that has not a large por-
tion of its strength tied to the motor and protected by armor
is an outmoded military organization. The training given a
man to handle these engines of destruction must be that of a
football player, trained through the years to handle them.
The soldiering that will be given to draftees will not be of this
type and such is not contemplated. If we pin our hopes upon
men thus trained and equipped, this country, like the fallen
countries of Europe, will pay for it in blood when the next
war comes.

Through the years I have preached the use of the airplane
and armored ground vehicles in large numbers, for I have sin-
cerely believed that by so doing we can secure the maximum
of fire power through the use of a minimum number of men
and because of the armor that is on these vehicles we can give
to the men operating them the chance to survive. The boy
in the street will be called upon to die when war comes—we
as legislators should give him a chance to live, and unless ar-
mor protection is given him in battle this chance is negligible.

In the face of the successes by the Germans in the use of
the airplane and mechanized weapons, I cannot see the sense
of returning to the theory of mere numbers, and that is the
reason I shall not vote to put into the field an army of two or
three million men with khaki as their armor protection, and
equipped, as they are bound to be, with weapons that will be
useless in combat against an industrialized army.

The War Department, if the information that I have is cor-
rect, and it has come to me from the newspapers and from
other sources, is not now planning to use but two divisions
for mechanized ground force—18,000 men. Aside from
those in the Air Corps, about 47,804 out of a total authorization
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of 94,443, the rest of them will belong to the other branches,
largely to the infantry, and if millions of men are to be
drafted, they, too, in the main, will be infantrymen.

And so we go preparing not for the next war but for past
ones. I stand ready, as in the past, to equip the men we have
with modern weapons—it matters not what the cost—because
that is the thing to do. If and when our National Guard of
250,000 men and the Regular Army of 400,000 are so equipped,
it is then felt necessary to raise more men and to equip them
in the same modern way, I will be the first to propose it, but
to draft these youngsters now and put them in the field pre-
pared to fight as of a hundred years ago has no appeal to me,
and, frankly, I do not believe it is going to frighten Hitler, for
I am afraid he knows too well that all of the nations of Europe
which he has so ruthlessly conquered have had for years this
same type of universal military training.

1 have high regard for the judgment of the membership of
this committee, and regret that I cannot go along with them
on this bill. I have voted for all bills to implement and
strengthen our military and naval forces, both legislative and
appropriation. I know too well, however, that this bill ties us
to the age-old reliance upon mere numbers—a doctrine that
is as obsolete as the slingshot of old. I feel that I would be
derelict in what I regard as my duty if I followed the excite-
ment of the moment and gave approval to ways in warfare
which will mean our ruin if we are forced to fight an industrial
nation that has industrialized its army. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. ANDREWS. I object, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairmain, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment cffered by Mr. FisH: On page 14, after line 21, insert
the following:

“{d) The Fresident is authorized to issue a call as soon as pos-
sible after the date of enactment of this act, and another call at
any time after January 1, 1941, for qualified men between the ages
of 18 and 35 to volunteer for training and service for 12 months
in the land and naval forces of the United States under this act.
Each such call shall be for not more than 400,000 men. The Presi-
dent is authorized to induct into such forces for such training and
service so many of the men who volunteer pursuant to such call
as are not in excess of the number of men for whom the call was
issued. If, upen the expiration of 60 days after the issuance of
either of such ecalls, the President finds that the number of quali-
fied men who have volunteed pursuant to such call is less than the
number for whom the call was issued, he is authorized to select
and induct into such forces such number of qualified men selected
in accordance with section 3 (a) as, when added to the number who
have volunteered pursuant to such call, will equal the number for
whom he issued such call. Until the expiration of 60 days after the
date of issuance by the President of the second call authorized by
this subsection, no man ghail be inducted into the land and naval
forces of the United States under any provisions of this act other
than this subsection. Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to require or postpone, during either of such 60-day periods,
the registration, classification, or selection of persons to be adopted
for training and service under this act.”

Mr,. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to my colleague from New York,

Mr. BARRY. Is this the amendment for which Senators
WaeNER and MEAD, of our State, voted?

Mr. FISH. This is the Hayden amendment, for which both
Senators from our State voted. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr, McCORMACK. The 60-day provision applies to both
the first and the second calls?

Mr, FISH. It does.

This is the so-called Hayden amendment that was dis-
cussed and voted upon in the other body but failed to pass
by a vote of 43 to 41. The sole object and the sole purpose
of this amendment is to permit, encourage, and give further
cpportunity to the youth of America to volunteer under our
American volunteer system. I believe this amendment in-
terprets very largely the public point of view and that of many
leaders of important organizations in America. Mr. William
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Green, president of the American Federation of Labor, speak-
ing on Labor Day, enunciated this very proposal and asked
that the Congress give the people of America an opportunity
to enlist before resorting finally to conscription in peacetime.

If this amendment is adopted, the President will call for
400,000 volunteers immediately after the adoption or as soon
as possible after the adoption of the bill. If the 400,000
volunteers are not forthcoming within the 60-day period, then,
under the draft which will be put into effect at the same time,
the balance to make up the total of 400,000 will be inducted
into the Federal service.

For example, if we can raise only 200,000 by the volunteer
system, the balance of 200,000 will be raised by the draft.
I venture to say that if you put this amendment in the bill it
will not delay by 1 day, by 1 hour, or by 1 minute calling
into service the number of men asked for by the War Depart-
ment for national defense. This in no way hinders, hampers,
or delays the national-defense program. It merely en-
courages and gives further opportunity to those Americans
who want to volunteer according to the old traditions and
ideals of our country in time of a great emergency.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Montana.

Mr. O'CONNOR. If this amendment were to be adopted,
would that delay the setting up of the draft machinery as
contemplated by the bill under consideration?

Mr. FISH. Let me read the last part of the amendment:

Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to require or post=-
pone during either of such 60-day periods the registration, classifi-
cation, or selection of persons to be adopted for training and service
under this act.

Therefore it does not in any way postpone the operation
of the draft.

Mr. O'CONNOR. In other words, the machinery would be
set up just the same as if the amendment had not been
adopted.

Mr. FISH. It goes into effect the same way; yes.

Mr. COLE of Maryland. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FISH. Iyield to the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. COLE of Maryland. As I understand from the debate,
it is pretty generally conceded that, under the bill before us,
without the gentleman’s amendment, it is difficult for anyone
to assume that the first man would be called before the
expiration of 60 days.

Mr. FISH. In answer to the gentleman, let me quote the
sponsor of the bill in the House, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WapsworTH], who stated yesterday upon the floor
that in his belief no person would be inducted into the service
before November 8 or 10. That is beyond the 60 days.

Mr. COLE of Maryland. I recall that statement.

Mr. FISH. Therefore, this amendment in no way hampers
the drafting of those men.

Mr. COLE of Maryland. I am inclined to agree with the
gentleman.

Mr. FISH. Both the members of the gentleman’s delega-
tion in the other body felt the same way the gentleman does
on this amendment. _

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I should like to ask the gentleman, if I yield,
if I may have 5 additional minutes to discuss the amend-
ment. This is a very important amendment and should be
very carefully discussed. As the sponsor of it I should like
to have 5 additional minutes to discuss it.

Mr. ANDREWS. That is for the members of the Com-
mittee to decide.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from New York be permitted to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from New York.
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Mr. ANDREWS. I ask the gentleman to refer to section 3
(a), page 15, line 10, reading as follows:

That any peison, regardless of race or color, between the ages of
18 and 35 years, shall be afforded an opportunity to volunteer to be
inducted into the land or naval forces of the United States.

They can volunteer to go into the service now. That is
already in the bill. Suppose 100,000 men do volunteer, it just
means that that number will be subtracted from the total
draft, so that in fact it is the same thing.

Mr, FISH, No; it does not apply in quite the same way.
This calls for a proclamation by the President or a call or
an invitation by the President to the youth of America to
volunteer before they are drafted, and it specifies that it
shall be done on 2 different occasions, before the first
400,000 are inducted into the service and again before the
second 400,000 are inducted into the service. It is an en-
tirely different proposition.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. CELLER. As I understand it, the purpose of the
selective-draft law is not to raise a huge standing Army, but
it is to enable us to get a rotating reserve of trained man-
power to be called upon if necessary during the emergency
of the war. Simply getting volunteers is not sufficient. We
want this rotation of men taken from occupations genérally
and from agriculture to be able to serve in the Army when
necessary.

Mr. FISH. Let me say to the gentleman that the volunteers
serve for exactly the same time as the draftees, 1 year, and
they are paid the same amount. Hitherto, with the enlist-
ment for 3 years and $21 pay, we have obtained 40,000 volun-
teers last month. There is no difference between the pay
of the draftee and the volunteer under the provisions of this
hill, but we are giving an opportunity to Americans to volun-
teer if they want to, beginning at the age of 18 and extending
up to 35.

Mr. CELLER. It would be easier to get a volunteer army.
There is no difficulty about that with ballyhoo and advertising,
but that is not the purpose of the proposed law.

Mr. FISH. I am nof so sure you can get 400,000 volunteers
in 60 days. I hope we can. I have a good deal of faith in the
patriotism of the young Americans of today. I believe they are
just as patriotic and loyal as they ever were, and I believe now
that with 1 year's service and $30 pay we will get hundreds of
thousands of them in 60 days. I do not guarantee, however,
that we will get the entire 400,000.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question at that point?

Mr. FISH. 1 yield for a brief question.

Mr. O'CONNOR. Suppose we get the required number of
volunteers within the 60 days. That, of itself, operates to
suspend the operation of the draft provisions of this bill, as
I understand it.

Mr. FISH. That suspends the drafting of the first 400,000
that were supposed to be inducted into the service by the
1st of January. Then, later on the President again calls for
400,000 more volunteers. But, for example, if we only raised
200,000 volunteers in the 60 days, then the other 200,000 are
inducted as draftees.

Mr. O'CONNOR. In other words, nothing can be lost by
the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. FISH. Not one moment of time or any personnel can
be lost.

Mr. GAVAGAN, Mr. BENDER, and Mr. GEARHART rose.

Mr. FISH. If I can have 5 minutes more, I shall be glad
to yield.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to proceed for
5 additional minutes so I may yield to the gentlemen.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. FISH. 1 yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. GAVAGAN. Under the provisions of the gentleman’s
amendment, in the event 800,000 men are procured by the
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volunteer system, the provisions of this bill will thereafter
be suspended.

Mr. FISH. That is correct.

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. BENDER. Will the distinguished genfleman make it
clear to us that these volunteers volunteer for 1 year of
service rather than for 3 years of service?

Mr. FISH. I have already tried to do so. To my mind it
takes a pretty patriotic man to go into the Army for 3
years, but under that system we got 40,000 volunteers last
month. I know that if I had a son 18 years of age I would
not encourage him to join the Army for 3 years, but I would
want him to go in for 1 year.

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. GEARHART. In view of the fact that under the pro-
posed legislation a person has an option to enlist for 1 year
or 3 years, does the gentleman’'s amendment add anything to
what appears on page 15, line 21?2

Mr, FISH. Oh, yes.

Mr. GEARHART. Let me read that language:

That voluntary enlistments in the land and naval forces of the
United States, including the reserve components thereof, shall
continue as now provided by law,

Mr. FISH. As I tried to explain to another gentleman, this
amendment of mine calls for a proclamation by the President
inviting every American who wants to do so to join the armed
forces as a volunteer up to 400,000. I think if that is done
and some of us in Congress and outside the Congress, who
are interested in the volunteer system, go on the radio and
explain the provisions of this amendment, we will possibly
have 400,000 volunteers in 60 days.

Mr. GEARHART. Does not the law itself invite them
to join?

Mr. FISH. No; it does not. My amendment estaklishes a
specific and orderly procedure.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. 1 yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICHOLS. I just want to ask the gentleman if his
amendment provides for the volunteers and the draft after
the failure of the volunteer plan on a quota system allocated
to the States.

Mr. FISH. There is nothing in my amendment about the
quota system at all but I believe that is taken care of in
another section of the bill.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ANDREWS. Does the gentleman believe that a proc-
lamation of the President would make much difference to
the average man?

Mr. FISH. I believe that a call or proclamation by the
President, carrying out the provisions of an act of Con-
gress, would make a great difference. If the President is
authorized to call for volunteers in this emergency, I think
there will be tremendous response by both Republicans and
Democrats alike from all sections of the country.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will the
yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Has the gentleman dis-
cussed this with the War Department?

Mr. FISH. No; I have not discussed the amendment with
anyone whatsoever. I rather imagine the War Department
has already stated its views that it is for the draft and this
bill, This is an amendment to the draft bill, designed merely
to encourage voluntary enlistments and give the American
youth a further opportunity to volunteer before the draft goes
into effect in peacetime.

Now, let me add this point. I am very fearful if this bill
goes through in its present form, with great civic organiza-
tions and patriotic organizations in America against it—hon-
estly, sincerely, and openly against it—there will be a great
deal of resentment in the hearts and minds of many people

gentleman
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and of many American women who believe that their sons
are being railroaded into the Army through a peacetime
conscription bill. But, if this amendment is put into effect
and the youth of the country are given an opportunity to
enlist by a proclamation or call of the President in an
emergency, upon the request of Congress, I believe that will
help create good will and better understanding. It will also
tend to do away with discord and resentment, and substitute
cooperation and national unity which is most desirable in
America at the present time.

Mr. BARNES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FISH. 1 yield. :

Mr. BARNES. In the event your amendment should be
adopted and a person served 1 year of enlistment, would he
be in the Reserves following that period of enlistment?

Mr, FISH. I believe that provision is carried in the bill.
It is not in my amendment, but I understand it is in the bill,
that anyone who enlists, whether a volunteer or a draftee,
goes into the Reserves thereafter.

Mr. LEAVY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, FISH. 1 yield.

Mr, LEAVY. Under your amendment a volunteer would be
in for 1 year, but the provision would still remain in the bill,
beginning in line 21, page 15, where he could volunteer for
3 years, if he so desired?

Mr. FISH. If he so desired. It in no way interferes with
that.

Mr. PACE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. 1 yield.

Mr. PACE. Does not the gentleman think that the amend-
ment should be perfected to provide that if under the Presi-
dent’s call the State of New York, for instance, should offer
its full quota of volunteers, then the draft provision should
not apply to the State of New York?

Mr. FISH. I think that might be pretty hard to operate,
but I have no objection to such an amendment myself, be-
cause I understand the justice of it and I understand what
the gentleman is driving at.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. FISH. 1 yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Perhaps in reply to the question put
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisrl, I assume if
his amendment is adopted and these men volunteer, under
another provision of the bill they will be credited in the
several districts in the Nation against the quotas assigned to
those districts?

Mr. FISH. That is what I assume.

Mr. WADSWORTH. I want to ask another question, if the
gentleman will permit.

Mr. FISH. Gladly.

Mr., WADSWORTH. The amendment reads that each
such call shall be for not more than 400,000 men.

Mr. FISH. That refers to the first two calls.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Well, does it?

Mr. FISH. Yes, and that is in accordance with the pro-
gram announced by the War Department.

Mr. WADSWORTH. The amendment reads “and another
call at any time after January 1, 1941,

Mr. FISH. That is right. I think that is very specific and
carries out the program of the General Staff of the Army.
Some of us may not believe they need so many and some may
believe otherwise, but that is the announced program of the
General Staff.

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield right there?

Mr. FISH. I yield.

Mr. MICHENER. Even though there is some question of
doubt, as suggested by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
WapsworTH], might it not be well to include this amendment
and then if there is any doubt, and if the amendment is in
the bill, it can be perfected in conference?

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for one-half minute additional.
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. FISH. In answer to that question, none of these
amendments are perfect. We all realize that. My amend-
ment can be amended further if necessary. It can be changed
in conference or amended in the Senate when it gets back to
that body, but my proposal carries out the purpose that we
want to give the volunteer system a chance.

x. MICHENER. And this only lost in the Senate by two
votes.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have just received a telegram from the
American Labor Party of my State which I think is worth
while reading to the membership:

Every real American congratulated our great President for the
epochal action in exchanging 50 over-age destroyers for British air
and naval bases. These destroyers are not indispensable to the
United States, but such important bases are indispensable not only
for the defense of our country but also of the Western Hemisphere.
The opponents criticize the President by saying that wide and long
discussion was necessary before taking action. They are the same
pecple who have been blaming him for too much talk and no action.
Most of them are “fifth columnists,” cheap politicians, or plain
lunatics. Some of them are open agents of nazi-ism, fascism, or
bolsheVism.

I am sure all loyal Americans and sincere followers of
democracy approve and enthusiastically greet his action
because it gives material and moral support to European
democracy and stronger security for peace and integrity
of our beloved United States. The truth is that their rage
proves he is the greatest living champion of democracy in the
world. Humanity salutes the President and all Members of
Congress who support him in his ideals and undertakings.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, a point of
order. The gentleman is out of order. He is not talking
to the pending amendment. He is clearly out of order under
the rules of the House.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will proceed in order.

Mr. CELLER. I read this telegram particularly because
of the lunatic fringe——

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of order that the gentleman is out of order and is
violating the rules of the House. He is not talking on the
pending amendment.

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman wait? &

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York will
proceed in order.

Mr. CELLER. This telegram is from Luigi Antonini, New
York State chairman of the American Labor Party.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of order that the gentleman from New York is out of
order. Under the rules of the House the gentleman is not
entitled to read anything in the Well of the House except by
unanimous consent,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has heard the point of order
made by the gentleman from Wisconsin. The gentleman
from New York will proceed in order so that the Chair may
determine later if he is out of order. If he is the Chair will
stop him.

Mr. CELLER. I am simply trying first to read the tele-
gram. It is a splendid telegram from a worthy patriotic gen-
tleman, representing a worthy group. Secondly I read the
wire in contrast to the unpatriotic groups that have come
down principally from New York City to propagandize in a
wretched fashion against this bill.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I make the
point of order that the gentleman from New York is out of
order. Under the rules of the House the gentleman is pre-
cluded from reading any telegram or letter except by unani-
mous consent.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is overruled., The
gentleman from New York will proceed.
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Mr. CELLER. This man, signatory to the telegram, is the
first vice president of the International Ladies’ Garment
Workers Union. The same union supports the administra-
tion and the pending bill and is, I am sure, opposed to the
pending amendment, because the purpose of the amendment
is to defeat the bill. Surely the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Fisa] will vote against the bill even if his amendment
carries.

I call attention to this telegram particularly in contrast to
and because of the so-called lunatic fringe whose members
beseeched my office yesterday and tried to intimidate me, tried
to coerce me by threats of all sorts to vote against this bill.
They assembled about me repeatedly and in unruly, bois-
terous manner actually demanded that I vote against the
pending bill. Unfortunately, I say, that a number of those
were of the race of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, from whence
I spring; and I repudiate them. I am no part of them and
they are no part of me. I spew them out, I castigate them.
They are pariahs, unfortunately, and some of them are in
this very gallery. They deserve condign criticism. They are
the first to invoke the liberties of the Bill of Rights which they
seek to destroy. I refer them to Lenin, Stalin and company.
They would overturn our Government which they would re-
fuse to defend.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr, Chairman, I make the
point of order that the pending amendment does not refer
to the race of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. I ask that the
gentleman be required to discuss the pending amendment, as
required under the rules of the House. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is overruled.

Mr. CELLER. If the gentleman from Wisconsin would
read and delve into the prophets of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, he would be a little more temporate in his remarks.
He would, as I do, reproach those who use threats and in-
timidations to Members of the legislature. [Applause.]l

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. CELLER. I asperse them not because‘they oppose the
bill—that is their right—but because of their infamous man-
ner of coercion.

Mr. THORKELSON.
yield?

Mr. CELLER. It is within the province of some people, un-
fortunately, to bring indictments against a race because of
the sins of the few; but they are not of my race, and I again
repudiate them. Please do not judge my people by these
renegades.

Mr. THORKELSON. The gentleman, then, is anti-Semitic
in his statement.

Mr. CELLER. That statement is part and parcel of the
gentleman from Montana’s usually unfortunate, insulting
remarks.

As for these unruly, rowdy groups that seek to crowd me
and to hound me, I want naught of them. Further, I do not
want their votes. [Applause.]

Mr. MAY rose.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from EKentucky, chair-
man of the committee, is recognized.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I am not seeking recognition for
the moment for debate on the amendment. I just wondered
in view of the apparent excitement that seems to be starting,
if we might not get calm and quiet and possibly agree o a
reasonable time for the discussion of this amendment?

Mr. RANKIN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chair-
man, let me say to the gentleman from EKentucky that this
is a very important amendment. Many gentlemen are in-
terested who have not had any time at all to speak on the
bill. I suggest that the gentleman let debate run on for a
while before he attempts to Iimif it.

Mr. MAY. I will agree to the gentleman’s suggestion, but
I hope debate may proceed calmly and dispassionately.

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
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Mr. McCORMACE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, like all Members, I have given this bill my
serious consideration, realizing as I do, the importance of the
bill, realizing world conditions, and realizing the gravity of
the situation that confronts us as a Nation. I realize also
that this bill is a departure from an American tradition of
150 years standing.

If I felt the danger was imminent I would have no
hesitancy in voting for the bill as reported by the com-
mittee. While I recognize that a grave world condition exists,
I do not consider the danger so imminent to ourselves that
it is necessary at this time to provide an immediate outright
conscription law. [Applause.] I feel, however, that it is
necessary to have available the machinery to give to the
youth of this country the opportunity of enlistment. It is
because of these reasons that I feel constrained to support
the amendment offered by the gentleman from New York,
or any amendment of a similar nature. [Applause.]

Let us look at this from a practical angle. I made a speech
in favor of repeal of the embargo when I received 10,000 tele-
grams and letters to vote to the contrary. I have not received
200 letters on this question. I speak and vote on this bill, as
on all bills, as my conseience dictates, as all Members should
and as all Members undoubtedly do.

It is admitted that it will be at least 60 days before they
will be able to draft our young men into the service. Why
not give the youth of our country the opportunity of volun-
tary enlistment, after the call has been made by the President
for 400,000 volunteers as provided in the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York? It is only a few weeks
since one of the generals informed the American people
that the Army would not be prepared until around January 1
to take 400,000 young men into the service, that the Army
did not have the equipment, did not have the barracks, did
not have the facilities.

It seems to me the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York meets every purpose the committee seeks to
obtain in the bill as reported. The amendment is not incon-
sistent with the ebjectives sought by the bill reported. It is
an amendment that strengthens the bill, an amendment which
preserves the bill, and which is not hostile to it.

It is an amendment which preserves and strengthens a bill
calling for conscription that we all realize must come unless
we obtain voluntary enlistments, and at the same time it
states that for a period of 60 days the machinery of con-
scription shall be held in abeyance to see whether or not the
young men in the United States up to the required number
voluntarily enlist.

This procedure preserves the traditions of our country, if
the young men enlist and, at the same time, if they do not,
it meets in a practical and realistic manner this great prob-
lem of necessary manpower that confronts us by putting into
immediate operation this machinery. This is not an amend-
ment which says the machinery shall be considered later by
legislative act, but states that the machinery shall automati-
cally go into operation if the number of voluntary enlist-
ments are not obtained. The gentleman from New York
[Mr, WapsworTH], in his speech of yesterday, practically ad-
mitted that the Army would not be ready to do any drafting
before the 8th or 10th of November. Responsible Army of-
ficers have stated that they are not prepared at the present
time and that they will not be prepared until around the 1st
of January. This amendment is a perfecting amendment of
a strengthening nature which meets the objection that exists
in the minds of so many of our people and in no way impairs
the efficiency of conscription legislation, if it is necessary to
resort to its use, legal machinery that automatically operates
in the immediate future if voluntary enlistments fail. If
this amendment is adopted and enacted into law, and if vol-
untary enlistments are insufficient then no real American
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can or will object. This amendment provides the machinery
for immediate operation, and giving the opportunity of vol-
untary enlistments for a period of 1 year, before conscription
becomes operative, meets the honest objections of millions of
fine American citizens. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, SOUTH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr, Chairman, a good deal can be said in favor of the
proposal offered by the gentleman from New York and so
ably sponsored by the gentleman from Massachusetts, but I
should like to ask the gentleman from Massachusetts what
he has to say with reference to this phase of the proposal:
Figures have been placed in the Recorp by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. TnomasoN] which show that from January
1 there have been more than four men volunteered their
services in Texas and a few other States for every one man
in certain other States, based on the same population. In
this connection I recall that in the States of Texas, North
and South Carolina, Kentucky, and a few other States,
almost three men were volunteering to serve their country
for every one man from the gentleman’s State of New
York and two and one-half to one from the State of
Massachusetts.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that in a matter of so grave
importance every section of the country, yes, every social,
economic, and racial group in the country, should be re-
quired to contribute its just share of this responsibility.
Under any system of voluntary enlistment, and, in fact,
under this very amendment, that will not be the case. Some
way must be found to compel the States, whose young men
are rushing to the marriage bureaus to escape military
service, or crowding the galleries of the House of Represent-
atives, as they have been doing since debate on this measure
began, to furnish their just quota. Mr. Chairman, the
‘young men from the State and from the district which I
have the honor to represent are volunteering to serve their
country in this time of emergency. They should not be
required, or even permitted, to furnish more than their just
share of the men needed. [Applause.] )

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUTH. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON. I think the objection which
the gentleman raises is good. This bill as written provides
that not only shall it apply equally and fairly to everybody
alike, but also provides, as I understand, that each State
shall be charged with its own quota and that there shall be
a fair, equitable division among all the States as to the
number of men enlisted.

Mr. SOUTH. I thank the gentleman. I may say to you
gentlemen who come from the States that have furnished
more than their quotas, you should consult the tables which
you will find in the REcorp of August 28, page 11119, and
again in yesterday’s Recorp, September 4, in the speech of
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. THoMmAasON], at page 11426
where you will find what your State has contributed. I
know of no justification for the fact that Texas fur-
nishes 4 volunteers out of every 1,000 adults above 21 while
several States are furnishing less than 1. I may say, Mr.
Chairman, that you cannot represent your State and your
district honestly and fairly and condone any proposition
that will permit the young men from your State to offer
their services and, indeed, their lives if need be, while young
fellows from other sections are taking advantage of higher
wages and getting better jobs as a result of this emergency.
The amendment ought to be voted down.

Mr, KEEFE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUTH. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.
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Mr. KEEFE. Is it not a fact that under the other pro-
visions of this proposed bill the States will be given credit
against various quotas for their enlistments as against any
possibility of draft?

Mr. SOUTH. I do nat think the provisions to which the
gentleman refers can accomplish this purpose under any and
all eventualities.

Mr. EEEFE. Is that not in the law?

Mr. SOUTH. The law may attempt to do that, but I am
not sure that it will work that way. This amendment is
simply an attempt to circumscribe and hamper the law, if it
is passed, as much as possible.

Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOUTH. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman vote for this amendment
if the amendment he now proposes is adopted?

Mr. SOUTH. I have not proposed an amendment. I am
opposing the gentleman’s amendment. Having referred to
the tables relating to the various States, under leave to ex-
tend my remarks, I ask that the same be printed in the
RECORD.

The following table shows enlistments for the months of January

through June 1940 by State or residence, as tabulated from enlist-
ment records received through August 3, 1940:

Male -
Namber | *ation 5L | gy,
of enlist- | years an Y
ments | over, census | Percent
1930
R O e et g 2,168 666, 742 0. 00325
.Ar!wnﬂ .............. 314 134, 401 . 00203
T : 1,071 494, 48 . 00216
California_____.... 2,847 2,025,774 L0014
........ 978 323,224 003
Connecticut. . 636 480, 250 0013
Delaware....__..... 108 76, 058 . 00142
Distriet of Columbia. . ____.ooooo oo 184 160, 809 00114
orida 1,129 847 00257
Georgia. 2 731, 490 . 00388
R A R A R I N S LB RS R 338 138, 212 00248
Hlinois. . I 784 460, 993 00112
N R SR A A S SR U 1,470 1,016, 313 00144
L L SR S T PR L L T 726 65, 863 . 00094
Kansas_.__... = Jid 1,022 455 00176
Kentucky. =X 8,053 718, 286 . 00422
B R YT A G e I e e Y S T l'm 008 00191
e SRR RS 582 244,320 00238
Maryland_.__ 704 500, 549 L0014
M husetts : 1,074 1, 287, 670 00153
Michigan by 1, 254 , 558, 021 00080
Mi e 671 707, 960 . 00034
Mississippi 1,157 516,082 | 00224
Missouri 1, 266 1, 137, 503 00110
t . 204 81, 404 . 00163
o LTy e A e e o~ 680 419, 139 001682
Nevada..._..... 45 87, 688 00119
New Hampshire.. 255 145, 551 L0017
New Jersey..._. = 1,434 1, 261, 208 L0011
New Mexico o 301 115, 667 . 0026
New York._.._._. 5,471 4, 078, 340 . 0013
North Carolina. 3,442 T58, 445 . 0045
North Dakota.. e 215 196, 028 L0011
el Ly 1, 956 2,005, T88 . 00093
Oklahoma = 2, 261 673, 308 . 0033
Oregon.. ot 801 331, 805 L0024
Pennsylvania 3 7,411 2,849, 895 . 0026
Rhode Island._._. 351 202, 029 L0017
Bouth Carolina. __ 1, 763 395, 234 . 0042
Bouth Dakota. .. 313 207, 413 L0015
T 5 2, 620 701, 194 0037
o 7 S 2 6, 648 1, 636, 675 0040
Utah. . 254 136, 460 . 0018
Vermont 240 112,374 0021
Virginia. .. 2,169 650, 357 L0033
Washington_.________ 1, 034 545, 410 L0019
West Virginia. .. 1,618 471,779 . 0034
w 1sin A 1,169 017, 712 . 0013
Wyoming. ... 256 o
Hawaii..__... 74
Panamsa, C. Z.. 22
Philippines... 29
Ir}u%{tn Rico. .. g
. B, Army pos
Alaska__....
Total
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Percentoge of enlistments, by States, for the months of January
to June 1940, calculated on the basis of the male population
- Over 21 years of age (1930 census)

State Percent Mf“ pet
North Carolina. 0. 0045 4o
3 1a ] T e e S N e s SRS B8 . 00422 4240
South Carolina . 0042 430
Texas. - 004 4
Georgla . . 00386 3%o
T ot 4 . 0037 3%o
West Virginia, 0034 3Ho
Wyoming . 0033 3340
Virginia & --| .0083 3o
Oklahoma . 0033 3o
Alabama._. 00325 330
e 1 et L = T T 9 Lt . 003 3
PennsyIVADIS.. - .o e oinns . 0026 200
New Mexico.. . 0026 2%0
Florida. 00257 250
Idaha._. ~ L D0248 240
Oregon.__ L0024 2440
Maine._ ... & < . 00238 240
Mississippi 8 00224 230
S eI el R B SS e p S . 00216 2o
B e e e et --| .0021 24
Arizona = . 00203 2
Louisiana. _. . 00191 1%o
Washington . 0019 140
Utah_. . 0018 1340
Kansas_._.._.... = .00176 1%
Rhode Island. .. L0017 1740
New Hampshire__ L0017 1740
ontana._.._.. - -00163 1%0
Nebraska. ... . 00162 1840
Massachusetts. ... . 00153 130
South Dakota. 0015 150
Indiana. . 00144 4o
Delaware._._. . 00142 140
California. | .o014 1440
Maryland POl 001 1440
‘Wisconsin._.. o L0013 130
Connecticut . 0013 130
New Yok . L0013 13o
nistrict of Columbia. . . 00114 1Mo
SR RO G e e e . 0012 130
Nevada.__ 00119 1Mo
Missouri. . L0011 140
North Dakota. L0011 1¥o
New Jersey... L0011 1Yo
AR s s e T s e e L 00094 %o
Ohio____. . 00093 %o
Minnesota. . 00084 3o
Michigan « 0008 8o

Nore.—The fractions indicate the number of men enlisted per thousand men.
[The Library of Congress, Legislative Reference Service]

Enlistments, State of residence as tabulated from enlistment papers,
fiscal year 1940

Number of
e of | B
umber of per 100,
Btate enlistments | population
(census,
1830)

Alabama. 4,545 172
Arizona. ... 5 642 140
Arkansa 2,532 137
California. .- 5, 695 100
Colorado. 1,892 183
Ce ieut 1,376 86
Delaware. 205 89
District of Col 413 81
Florida 2,085 142
Georgia. . 5, 906 203
Idaho. S 723 187
llinois 6,70 B9
1 3,189 08
Towa... 1, 904 80
ANSAS. 2,304 122
Kentucky =557 7,326 280
Louisi = e 2,519 119
S e S e S L e Ll S 1,268 160
Maryland 1, 501 92
W 4, 268 100
Mich 3,310 69
Mi ¢ e 5 1, 762 63
Mississi {mi ............................................ 2,338 116
£ R T O e SR o e S A e PRSP R S 3, 140 87
IEEIERIM . . cemmmin e o e o | G4 125
Net 1,633 118
o iy M e S e e R TR T S 236 1262
New Hampshire 497 108
New Jersey 3, 007 74
New Mexico.. 553 131
New York 11, 092 88
Naorth Caroli 6, 220 196
North Dakota = 585 86
Ohlo_ .- --- 4, 326 65
Oklah = 5, 512 230
Orepon. . 1,574 165
Pannsylwmia e AT R el S 14, 586 153

1 Estimate given on basis of 100 009 populauon, in this case below that figure.
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Enlistments, State of residence as tabulated from enlistment papers,
fiscal year 1940—Continued

Number of
Sizabie ot enlls%&e%tus
umber o per 100,0
State enlistments | population
(census,
1930)
Rhode Island. .. e 745 109
HoathIORIoNNA . o e e e e e | 3,121 180
South Dakota... S b 100
T i 4, 502 153
Texas_.__ 14, 670 252
Utah_... 636 105
Vermont.. 427 122
Virginia._.___. = 4, 280 176
Washington. ..o 2,183 139
‘West Virginia. 3, 598
‘Wisconsin______. 2,073 101
Wyoming_ 451 205
Hawaif...__.__ — 122 34
P (‘anai 70nn 25 83
Philippines___ et 57 4.7
Dottoa Siates & 4 I
nite tes Army pmm il o P R R B
Alasks . . __ 33 166
Total enlistments. __ s ool 1 (N T
Average per 100,000 ..o oo memmnne s 133

lEstimaw given on basis of 100,000 population; in this case below that figure.

: U. 8. Department of Commerce, Burean of the Census; Fifteenth Census
of the United States, 1930, Government Printing Office, Washington, D. ©., 1933,

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time to dis-
cuss with the membership of the House the question of volun-
tary enlistments.

The real issue before us is to decide whether we must have
conscription of the youth of America or whether we should
proceed in a democratic manner in giving voluntary enlist-
ments a thorough and, above all, a fair trial.

We are told that the needs of our Army require approxi-
mately 1,000,000 men by the end of next January. According
to the War Department, we have a standing Army as of Sep-
tember 3 of 295,000 enlisted men and 14,000 officers, or a total
of 309,000 men in the Regular Army.

The National Guard as of June 30 had an enrollment of
236,768 subject to call to duty under the authority given the
President. The Chief Executive is empowered to mobilize an
additional 104,500 Reserve officers as well as 35,000 enlisted
men of the Regular Army Reserve.

In other words, by the process of simple arithmetic, with
the Chief Executive exercising the authority granted him by
Congress, he can have overnight a total of 685,268 men in the
Army of the United States.

Contrary to the opinion of those advocating conscription,
the volunteer system has not failed. As late as September 3
the War Department was kind enough to furnish me informa-
tion regarding recruiting efforts on 3-year enlistments at $21
monthly as base pay.

On June 19 the strength of the Regular Army was increased
to 280,000, the maximum authorized by law. Before this
strength could be recruited Congress further increased the
strength to 375,000. Immediately the recruiting service of
the Army intensified its efforts, with the result that as of
June 30, 1940, the strength of the Army was 246,949, and on
July 31, 1940, a total of 270,183 was reached. As stated pre-
viously, on September 3 the strength by actual enlistments
totaled 309,000 men.

The following table shows the monthly enlistments in the
Army from January 1, 1939, through July 31, 1940:

January 1939___ 3,872
February 1939. B 6, 108
March 1939 gete --= 17,828
April 1939 5,442
May 1839 --= 8,736
June 1939 G, 946
July 1939 L 7,162
August 1939 = 9, 259
September 1939 e 14, 765
October 1939 o - 19,815
November 1939 o 17, 280

December 1939.... - 16, 530
January 1940
February 1940 R
March 1940
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April 1940 6,274
May 1940 . 9,492
June 1940 23, 444
July 1940 31,958

During June 1940 the Army enlisted on a volunteer basis
23,444 men. During the month of July the number increased,
when 31,958 were enrolled. With the aid of a Nation-wide
advertising campaign, the United States Army recruiting serv-
ice enlisted as of September 4, 37,425 men during August, with
reports not available for the last 10 days of August. When
the final figures are received for August the number of re-
cruits may reach fifty-five or sixty thousand men.

Mr, WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Has the gentleman any report as to
the number of discharges?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. I am talking about new enlistments.

Mr. WADSWORTH. What is the net gain?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. I am sorry, I do not have that infor-
mation.

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is the important matter.

Mr, FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, VAN ZANDT. I yield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. FISH. Is the gentleman talking about the Regular
Army enlistments or the National Guard?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. The Regular Army enlistments.

Mr. FISH. There have been very few men that have gone
out of the Regular Army, so the net gain should be some-
thing like the same number, approximately 40,000. It is the
National Guard that has been losing men.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. If the men enlist at the rate of 50,000
a month, in 6 months’ time we will have a sufficient number
of men in Uncle Sam’s Army to give the Chief of Staff
1,000,000 men, including the National Guard and the Organ-
ized Reserves.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, will the genfleman yield?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. 1 yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. Existing law provides that the War De-
partment shall enlist men for 1 year. The War Depart-
ment has refused to do that. If this amendment is enacted,
then the War Department will be compelled to enlist men for
1 year. There is no comparison between the number of men
you can get—as referred to by the gentleman from New
York—for a period of 3 years and the men who will go in
case of an emergency enlistment for a period of 1 year, as
this amendment provides.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. That is correct. May I add that every
one of the enlistments to date are for a 3-year period at a
base pay of $21 a month.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. I yield.

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman vote for the bill if the
amendment is agreed to?

Mr. VAN ZANDT. I reserve the right to decide my vote
when this bill has been perfected. No Member can foretell
the number of amendments that may be adopted, and likely
to change the whole complexion of the legislation. To give
a blanket endorsement at this time would be ill-advised.

It must be kept in mind that the advertising campaign of
the United States Army Recruiting Service has started in
earnest only the past few weeks, and at the rate the recruits
are responding, there is every indication that the monthly
total should average 60,000 men monthly.

Keep in mind these men represent voluntary enlistments
for 3 years at a base pay of $21 monthly. Plain arithmetic
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will disclose that in a period of 6 months 360,000 young men
will have joined the United States Army on their own accord.

It is easily seen that the objective of the Chief of Staff of =
the United States Army to have 1,000,000 men will have been
reached by February 1941.

Let me remind you again that the men now enlisting are
being enrolled for a 3-year period. I say to you, what would
happen were a 1-year enlistment offered at a base pay of $30
monthly? It is a foregone conclusion that the Army could
double the present recruiting figures under such a modified
enlistment on the voluntary basis,

Diverting our attention for a moment from increased en-
listments on a voluntary basis, or the mass enrollment under
the Burke-Wadsworth bill, we are faced with the pressing
problem of accommodating the present strength of the Army
and at the same time provide adequately for those inducted
into service. |

According to the War Department, right now the Army
can accommodate in permanent and temporary buildings,
230,000 men with construction under way to accommodate a
total of 375,000 men, or an additional 145,000 men,

In a few weeks the National Guard will be streaming into
camp. To accommodate the guardsmen, permanent tent
camps with concrete floor, wooden frame walls, and a tent
roof are being built in southern cantonments with tempo-
rary buildings in the northern cantonments.

Some of these tent camps and temporary buildings are
under construction while others are not yet started, awaiting
the necessary appropriations. Those guardsmen who cannot
be accommodated in permanent or temporary buildings will
have to be housed in tents. According to the War Depart-
ment, young men conscripted under the Burke-Wadsworth
bill will be known as selectees and will be assigned to the Reg~
ular Army or National Guard units and given the facilities of
the parent unit.

What will become of the Regulars which will then include
the National Guard? No doubt they will be based in the
republics south of the Rio Grande.

Many of you are veterans of the World War and recall the
frenzied efforts to accommodate draftees as they swarmed
into the various camps throughout the United States. Let us
not forget we were actually at war with Germany at that
time.

You remember the epidemics of influenza, spinal meningitis,
measles, typhoid fever, dysentery, and other scourges' that
greeted the youth of 1917-18. From April 1917 to December
1919 there were 734,397 cases of influenza, 93,629 cases of
measles, 221,060 cases of mumps in the United States Army
alone. The interesting point is that out of every 1,000 sol-
diers, 199 of them had the influenza. As a result, 75,460
deaths were recorded, which should be a lesson for us to heed
in this plan for peacetime mobilization.

There is another important matter that should have our
attention. It is the problem of clothing and equipage. My
study of facts and figures convinces me that it will be months
before there will be sufficient clothing and equipage on hand
for the mass enrollment under the Burke-Wadsworth bill,
let alone the voluntary enlistments now reaching an all-time
record.

In connection with equipping 1,000,000 men with rifles,
machine guns, and so forth, I am willing to concede that
there may be a sufficient supply of this kind of equipment on
band, but I am inclined to be doubtful, since already we have
sent 500,000 .30 caliber rifles and 70,000 .30 caliber machine
guns to England.

In the training of a soldier, machine guns and rifies are not
alone necessary but additional critical equipment is needed,
such as scout cars, tanks, antiaircraft and artillery guns, and
other military supplies of a kindred nature.

In passing, let us analyze the following inventory as of May
1, 1940, furnished me by Gen. George Marshall, Chief of Staff,
United States Army.



Total on
hand or | Actually | Actually | Balance
Item on order | on hand | on hand | on order
to include] May 1, | Aug.1, | Aug. 1,
1940 1 1040
year 1941
Antiaireraft:
gai'nch ant!girpart e e errert % Hg 4?5 é&:‘;
mm. antiaireraft guns. ..
irectors a: 400 168 184 216
Height finders......_. 382 142 153 229
Sound loeators...__. 1,179 194 207 832
37-mm. antiaircraft guns. 1, 689 15 1, 630
- aﬁﬂ caliber antiaireraft machine guns._. 2, 568 1,014 1,411 1,157
mall arms:
Semiautomatic rifles. - 240, 38, 000 49, 124 101, 435
37-mm. antitank guns. = 1, 862 228 228 , B34
60-mm. mortars_..___ - 3 831 3 3 3,828
%‘Ill-r:trlr{l‘ mortars. i s g 905 183 223 652
achine guns caliber .
fantryand pack). ..o cnean 1,874 83 330 1, 544
Field Artillery material:
75mm. gun, modernized. - cecvaaama- 1,471 141 24 1,230
75-mm. howitzer (field and pack).... 392 90 90 302
1gmm. howi}mer - "l 2403 2 (4! 2;(2)
mm. gun, long range.- =
a &ﬁ;‘fh l}t;:_v?itzer.._...__-_.. . 48 0 ] 48
'ombat vehicles:
Seout cars 2,412 485 525 1, 887
Combat cirs s L s e 1 148 114 114 34
Tanks, light, M2A4___ a1 | ). 52 10 67 1, 515
Tanks, medium, M2 _______.. 1, 308 18 18 1, 290
Tractors and special ordnance veh
Tractors, light . o 150 93 108 42
Tractors, medinm. ___ = 550 261 208 252
Tractors; heavy .-l .t o=, o 780 65 140 640
Trucks, small &rms repair. .o oooee.. 146 7™ 85 61
Trucks, instrument repair_ ... 53 0 0 53
Railway artillery: 8-inch railway gun and
ATl e et ey b} 0 0 24

! Funds for 00 combat cars (difference between 148 shown above and 208 shown on
p. 4362 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 1940) used for procurement of light tanks, M2A4.

While time does not permit me to dwell on this topic at
length, I do want to call your attention to the fact that the
situation in critical equipment is no better than on May 1,
1940, and will show no great improvement until June or
July 1941 at the earliest date.

From the standpoint of health, ample military equipment
and accommodations of those serving in the Army of the
United States, the amendment before us for consideration
will make possible the achievement of the objective desired
of 1,000,000 men in an orderly and democratic way through
the process of voluntary enlistments which have been greatly
increased as a result of the Army’s present recruiting
campaign.

Given a thorough trial or modified to permit voluntary 1-
year enlistments at a base pay of $30 will produce gratifying
results and maintain the morale of the youth of America
who are eager to serve their country without being con-
scripted in European fashion.

In closing, let me add that the average military officer will
tell you there is a whale of a difference between a man who
volunteers for service and one who is forced to do such
military duty. [Applause.]

Mr. THOMASON. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who has just preceded me
once enjoyed the honor and distinction of being the head of
the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States. I regret
that he does not entertain the same views concerning this
bill as does his successor, the present occupant of that high
place. A reference to the hearings on this bill, on page 486,
will disclose the testimony of Mr. Millard W. Rice, national
legislative representative of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of
the United States, in which he says in part—and I quote from
page 490:

Our commander in chief, Otis N. Brown, personally has indicated
his conviction that the Nation should immediately adopt the prin-
ciple of selective conscription of manpower for training and service
in our armed forces. Various other national officers have indicated
their concurrence with that principle.

I can understand why the gentleman from Pennsylvania
did not answer the question of the gentleman from New York
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when he asked him if he would vote for this bill if this
amendment were adopted. The gentleman declined to an-
swer. I make the prediction that the gentleman and even
the author of the amendment, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Fisu], will not support this bill even if the amendment
is adopted, and if I am wrong in that prediction I yield for
him to answer.

Of course, if you are opposed to this bill, this is one of the
best means I know to scuttle it. Selective service is either
right or it is wrong in principle. There is a crisis existing
this minute in the affairs of the world and of this country
or there is not, If there is not a crisis, we ought to defeat all
national-defense legislation right now and move on to other
business. If there is danger ahead, we must have full and
complete defense, which includes trained men and many of
them.

If you have read the headlines in the papers today you
saw where the Parliament in London had to recess until
after the bombers passed by, and if you read Hitler’s speech
yesterday you must know the world is on fire and the fire
spreading this way. I am not given to hysteria. I am not a
militarist. I have always opposed a large standing Army.
But I am a realist. I want us to face facts. Our neighbor’s
house is on fire and if we fail to put some water on our own,
it may also be in flames.

Now, I undertake to say that the selective service system
is not only fair, but it is democratic, and I would like to call
your attention to this fact. General Marshall, the Chief of
Staff, has testified, and his testimony appears in the REcorbp,
that he cannot obtain the necessary voluntary enlistments
within the time he feels necessary to provide defense for this
country.

I now want to call this to your attention. ¥You hear
much said here along the line that 40,000 have enlisted dur-
ing this past month, but you will also find from the records
in the War Department that approximately 12,000 serve out
their enlistments each month, and there have not been re-
placements to cover those 12,000. So there has not been a
net increase of 40,000 during the last month.

If this amendment should be adopted, that means we must
raise 400,000 men within the next 60 days or 200,000 per
month, when thus far we have not been able to raise even
50,000 per month. But here is the main trouble as I see it.
This is going to disrupt the whole organization of the War
Department and draw a line of distinction, between the vol-
unteer and the drafted man. Assuming that this amendment
should be adopted, you will see one of the biggest ballyhoos
and pep campaigns the country ever witnessed where the
orators get on the stump and before the radio, the bands
play and big advertisements appear in the newspapers and
the boys are urged and touted to sign up. Every sensible
man on this floor knows you cannot get 400,000 in 60
days. We would then start in on the draftees. We would
have dissatisfaction and lack of unity the very first day. The
volunteers would consider themselves more patriotic and the
draft boys would be classed and stigmatized as slackers.
The psychology would be bad, Let us start out right. We
should treat everybody alike.

Now, much has been said, even by my good friend the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCormack], about
some statement the gentleman from New York [Mr. Waps-
worTH] made about it being the early part of November
before the War Department could get under way.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. THOMASON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may proceed for 3 additional minutes,

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman be allowed to proceed for 4 additional min-
utes because I want to ask him a question.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.
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Mr. THOMASON. I ask you to look at yesterday's RECORD
on page 11426, at a statement I inserted from the War De-
partment, showing the official action taken in the War
Department and giving a schedule of how long it would take
them to get these 400,000 men. I shall not take time to
read all of it, but it shows that the whole job will be done
in 40 days. The first day is reporting day, the second day
is registration day, the next 5 days set up local boards and
serially number cards, and so on.

The 21st to 25th days: For lottery and distribution of
order number.

The 24th to 29th days: Local board assign order number
and mail questionnaire.

The 29th to 34th days: Return of questionnaires.

The 34th to 36th days: Run through questionnaires and
sort out probable class I-A.

The 36th to 40th days: Physically examine and induct
class I-A,

The whole job is done in 40 days. It is evident what the
purpose of this amendment is. One is to kill or cripple the
bill if you are against it and the other one is to tide it over
past the election, but somehow or other there is something
about this situation that to me far transcends any political
consideration. If the election were not on or if it were over,
there would not be 50 votes against this bill. We have appro-
priated or authorized $15,000,000,000 for war equipment. It
is almost worthless without trained men to handle it. The
best in blood and brains may volunteer, but the ones who
need it most are the ones who do not. We need a composite
Army, with every man assigned to the thing he is best fitied
for. The people back home are expecting us to act, and act
now. This postpones the evil day for 60 days longer. Hitler
took France in 60 days. This is no time to practice appease-
ment or carry umbrellas. We need strong men who know
how to use guns. We must meet force with force. Talk
about national unity and democracy; talk about equality of
obligation; there just cannot be any fairer way in the world
if we must have an Army than to do it along the plan sug-
gested. It must not be forgotten that General Marshall,
Chief of Staff, testified that clothing, housing, guns, and
equipment would be ready for all men just as fast as they are
inducted into the service,

Mr. FISH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THOMASON. I yield.

Mr. FISH. The gentleman took upon himself to make a
decision for me.

Mr. THOMASON. No; I made a prediction.

Mr. FISH. I want to say to the gentleman and the House
that I am very much inclined to support. this bill if my amend-
ment is adopted.

Mr. THOMASON. I notice my friend from New York
hedges quite successfully, as usual, by saying, “I am inclined.”
He knows he is doing all he can to kill this bill.

Mr. FISH. I am inclined. I want to know all the per-
fecting amendments. Now, the gentleman said 50,000 volun-
teers were obtained last month.

Mr. THOMASON. Forty thousand.

Mr. FISH., Forty thousand. That was under the 3-year
enlistment. This will be under the 1l-year enlistment.

Mr. THOMASON. Well, even so, you have to enlist 400,-
000 men in 60 days, and everybody, including General Mar-
shall, says it cannot be done. In other words, you have to
quadruple what you are doing now, and I believe you, or
any other thinking man, knows it is impossible. Then when
you have done that, and you have a lot of boys who have
gone in voluntarily, you come in with the remaining 200,000
or 300,000 as draftees, and the volunteers will poke the
finger in scorn at them. That is not the way to raise a great
Army in a short time and in a democratic way. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. EDMISTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to
the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

amendment offered by Mr. EpmisToN to the amendment offered
by Mr. Fisa. Add the following: “Provided further, That should
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induction under this amendment become necessary, full credit shall
be given in fixing such quotas for residents of such subdivisions of
the several States, Territories, and the District of Columbla as may
have volunteered in the land and naval forces of the United States
at the time of such call.”

Mr., ANDREWS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDMISTON. I yield.

Mr. ANDREWS. Is that not already provided for? The
language on page 20, where there is voluntary induction,
that is to be credited on the quota for that State or sub-
division.

Mr. EDMISTON. The gentleman feels that this addi-
tional language to the language offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Fisul would be included in the bill,
even though his amendment were adopted?

Mr. FISH. If the gentleman thinks this is more clarifying
and helpful, of course I am in favor of the amendment and
will accept it.

Mr. EDMISTON. I will say to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Anprews] that was my opinion—I think this
language should go in here at this place in the bill with the
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Fisul because neither you nor myself can tell what might
happen to this future language in the bill when we continue
amending it. So I would like to have this provision here,
right now, with the Fish amendment.

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDMISTON, May I proceed a few minutes in ex-
planation of my amendment, and then I will yield if I have
any time remaining.

I think this provision for the quotas is nothing but fair to
credit the States with existing and future quotas. We have
had a recitation here numerous times of the percentages per
thousand male inhabitants that have volunteered their serv-
ices in the land and naval forces of this country, so I will not
repeat those, but you all know there is a vast difference
between Kentucky on the top and Michigan on the bottom
of that list.

Mr, COOLEY., The record shows that North Carolina is
on top.

Mr. EDMISTON. All right; North Carolina on top. I
know Michigan is on the bottom. North Carolina and Ken-
tucky are very close and West Virginia is seventh on the
list. We will not argue about that. Those men who have
enlisted should be credited to their communities if and when
it becomes necessary to draft. With that amendment I am
in favor of the amendment offered by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Fise] to postpone it for 60 days, because
personally I do not believe the Army will be ready to take
care of these men before 60 days.

Mr. MAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EDMISTON. I yield.

Mr. MAY. May I call attention to subsection (b) on page
20 of the bill, which provides that the quota to be furnished
for such training and service shall be determined from each
State, Territory, and the District of Columbia and for sub-
divisions thereof. Is that not practically it?

Mr. EDMISTON. All right, but I want that amendment
on the Fish amendment if the Fish amendment is adopted.
We do not know what may be done to this bill by future
amendments. If this amendment to the amendment goes on
and then his amendment should be adopted, there is no ques-
tion about the intent of Congress that the quotas should be
given to the several States for their enlistments.

Mr. SOUTH. Will the genfleman yield?

Mr, EDMISTON. I yield.

Mr. SOUTH. Is it not entirely possible that your volun-
teers will be so great that it will be impossible to equalize
with what draftees are left and certain States will be fur-
nishing far above their quota?

Mr. EDMISTON. No. You mean the volunteers would
exceed the quota in that State?

Mr. SOUTH. It does not have to exceed it, but suppose
it almost equals it. You do not have enough left to equalize,
as I understand the amendment.
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Mr. EDMISTON. If the volunteers did equal the quota
you would have no draft in that State.

Mr. SOUTH. There is a maximum number that may vol-
unteer from any State under the Fish amendment.

Mr. EDMISTON. But the 400,000 quota as provided by
the Fish amendment is divided among the several States,
Territories, and the District of Columbia.

Mr. SOUTH. Is there a definite maximum for each State?

Mr. EDMISTON. No; not for each State, but it is rated
by their male population between the ages specified in the
Fish amendment.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr, Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I merely call the attention of the committee
to the following language in the bill: Page 15, section 3 (a),
line 10:

Provided, That any perscn, regardless of race or color, between
the ages of 18 and 35 years shall be afforded an opportunity to
volunteer to be inducted into the land or naval forces of the United
States for training and service described in subsection (b), if he
is acceptable to the land or naval forces for such training and
service,

The amendment offered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Fisu], it is true, does change the situation somewhat, but,
as far as I can see, it merely sugar-coats the proposition a
little for the benefit of some of the folks back home who
may be opposed to this bill. But the amendment suggested
would not be the sure way of doing this thing, it does not
afford a sure way of building up our Reserve forces. It is
only temporizing with something that we all know ought to
be done the other way. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. FADDIS and Mr. RANKIN rose.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must first recognize the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fappis], a member of the
committee.

Mr, FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr., FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, in the consideration of this
amendment in all fairness I ask the members of this com-
mittee to remember those who are really informed about
the equipment of the Army, about the facilities for taking
care of those whom it is contemplated to take into the
service, about the equipment to be given them, and all of
that, are the members of our General Staff—I ask that you
take into consideration the word of the Chief of Staff of
the United States Army and those under him who know the
facts. I submit in all fairness that their opinion is worth
a great deal more than the opinion of those who, in general,
are out to scuttle the bill at any rate. In this connection
I ask each one of you to get a copy of yesterday’s REcorp
and on page 11490 read a letter from General Marshall to
Senator Smepparp, Chairman of the Senate Committee on
Military Affairs. There read in his own words where he
assures Senator SHepPArRD that he has on hand equipment
enough to take care of those who are going to be inducted
into the service.

Mr. Chairman, within the last few minutes statements
were made by Members on the floor that we had almost no
equipment. I ask you to turn to page 11491 of yesterday’s
REecorp and read there the statement put in by the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. SpaARKMAN] regarding the equipment in
the Army. It is more or less itemized. That is a state-
ment given out by General Marshall himself. It comes from
responsible parties. It comes from the parties who know
exactly what they have on hand every day from the morning
report.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FADDIS. Not now.

It shows exactly what they have. Those who state we have
almost nothing should get yesterday's CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and read the figures therein set forth.
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This amendment is really offered by a man who is not
for this legislation, who has been against it from the start
and whom we have every reason to believe will continue to be
against it. Suppose this amendment should prevail; suppose
that for 60 days we should delay the acquisition of the men
the General Staff of the United States Army has assured the
Committee on Military Affairs of both Houses of Congress
are necessary to provide for the security of this Nation. Sup-
pose the volunteer system should succeed to the extent the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisgl would like to see it
succeed; what have we accomplished then? Have we eradi-
cated any of the defects or any of the objectionable features
of the draft system? Have we by the volunteer system trans-
ferred the burden of military service from the rural sections
in the South and West to the more populous and industrial
sections of the United States? Indeed, we have not done
any such thing. The men who will serve in the armed forces
will have come from those sections of the United States
which because of various conditions have furnished the most
of- the volunteers for the Army. We shall not have suc-
ceeded in taking into the Army a cross section of the popu-
lation. We will still have the burden of military service
falling upon those who are the most patriotic and the most
public spirited.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Van ZanpT] spoke
in considerable detail about the diseases which attacked those
who had been drafted into the Army in 1917 and 1918. Does
he mean to imply that measles, mumps, whooping cough, and
such diseases attack only those who have been drafted into
the Army? I will ask any man of medical experience in the
House whether a man susceptible to those diseases would not
catch them when exposed to them even though he were a vol-
unteer? This argument, therefore, amounts to nothing
whatsoever. .

As to the plan to bring these men in purely by the system
of volunteering, if we are going to discredit the system of
the selective draft, let us make up our minds to do it. If we
are going once more to trust the safety and security of the
United States to the same old system that throughout 150
years has proven to be ineffective, that over and over again
has been an embarrassment to those who have been attempt-
ing to raise forces to provide for the security of this Nation,
then let us in all fairness and frankness say to the country
that that is exactly what we are doing.

Let us not attempt to hide under apy cloak of this kind.
If we are not ready to vote for a system of selective service,
let us be frank with the country, let us be frank with the
world as a whole and say that here in a time of emergency,
when the very security of this Nation is in jeopardy, we, the
Representatives of the people of the United States, are not
courageous enough to go down the line for what has been
conclusively proven to be the only practical means of raising
an army. Let us say to the young men of this Nation, “We
are willing to send you raw into battle as we pick vou raw
from the streets. We are not willing that we sacrifice a
little, we are not willing to require you to sacrifice a little
in advance in order that if it is necessary for you to go into
battle you may go in there hardened and trained for the
hardest game in the world.” If the young men of this Nation
go forth to battle, God only knows that we as the Congress
of the United States owe them every protection we can give
them. We owe them all of the training we can give them
beforehand in order that tLey may be prepared to do their
utmost for the Nation and to do their utmost for themselves.

Mr., Chairman, this proposal is only another attempt to
delay this matter of preparedness. It is another attempt to
set this Nation on the same road which France followed—
and where is France today? It is a move to accept the
council of those in favor of delay, and look to the plight
of England to see the results of delay. My God! Has it
come to the point in this Nation where, with the lessons of
a policy of delay in Poland, Norway, Holland, Belgium,
France, and England fresh in our minds, we must also be
so lacking in courage or foresight to expose our Nation
to a similar fate? What will be required to awaken this Con=
gress? [Applause.]
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN].

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the
advocates of the Fish amendment meet themselves coming
back on this proposition. They come here and tell us that we
do not have the equipment to take care of 400,000 draftees,
yet they turn around and say they are willing to put the draft
into operation conditioned upon our failure to get 400,000
volunteers. They profess to believe that we will get 400,000
volunteers within 60 days. If we are not able to take care of
400,000 draftees, how are we going to take care of 400,000
volunteers?

Mr. Chairman, I call the attention of the Members of the
House to the fact that in the Civil War when the question of
conscription came up in the Congress, this same kind of an
amendment was offered to the bill then pending. The law
as enacted was actually based upon failure of the vclunteer
system with a similar time limitation. As a matter of fact,
all of you know the dismal failure that confronted the Union
forces under the volunteer system which caused the draft
system eventually to be put into effect. Even though the law
as passed was conditioned upon getting a sufficient number
of volunteers, the Union forces were unable to get these volun-
teers and conscription went into effect. Of course, it may be
said that was in wartime and that this is in a time of peace.
I wish we could all get clearly in our minds tcday that war
is no longer made as it was made during the years gone by.
A force of 1,200,000 men, which is deemed sufficient as an
initial protective force in this country, is not deemed sufficient
to protect us over a long period of time. It is not sufficient to
protect us while we draft or voluntarily obtain and train a
sufficient army to give us the ultimate defense to which we
are entitled. Today we do not have time for that. In the
World War we had 12 to 18 months in which to draft an army
and in which we hoped we might equip it, although we were
unable to do so, and in which we might train our Army and
get it ready. I believe, and all of us must honestly admit, that
never again, if we are confronted with war, will such oppor-
tunity be given tous. We must have a trained force ready to
go into the field very quickly after hostilities open and re-
member that today war is often started without even the
formality of a declaration of war.

Mr. Chairman, just another word on this matter of equip-
ment. It is such a simple matter for any Member who may
be sufficiently intereSted to ask the War Department for a
showing as to the equipment that we actually have on hand.
Ask them for the number of pieces of equipment necessary to
equip this army.

There is just one item I happen to have in mind at this
time, for instance, the number of antiaircraft guns that we
possess. There are 500 antiaircraft guns in the hands of
the Army today. Twelve guns make a regiment. That is
sufficient for forty-odd regiments of antiaircraft alone. The
same thing is true in various other branches of the service.
A release was issued by the War Department on May 18
which shows the warious pieces of equipment it had. I will
be very glad to give my copy to any interested person and
I am sure any Member who is sufficiently interested to inquire
can get a similar copy from the War Department brought
up to date. If you inquire with reference to the amount of
equipment necessary for the different units, I believe it will
convince every reasonably fair-minded man who wants to be
convinced that we do have the equipment necessary to give
the basic training to these men over a period of 12 months.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I yield to the gentleman from Min-
nesota,

Mr. ALEXANDER. How far does the gentleman feel those
500 antiaireraft would go toward defending our farflung coast
line and cities when they have that many antiaircraft guns
defending the city of London alone?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course, that is a question that can
be brought up, but any person who has studied this matter
of defense will soon reach the decision that never can we
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hope to give complete protection to every city, willage, and
hamlet in this country. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN].

Mr. RANKIN, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that my time may be extended 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN]?

There was no objection.

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment was offered
in the Senate by the distinguished Senator from Arizona
[Mr. Ha¥DpEN], and that body came within two votes of adopt-
ing it. I have discussed it several times with its author, and
he feels that if the House approves it the Senate will accept it.

I shall support this amendment because I believe that we
should first give these men an opportunity to volunteer. I
was amused at the statement made by one gentleman to the
effect that if we took in a great many volunteers they would
sneer at the drafted men when they came in. But that was
not the experience in the World War. You may ask any
World War veteran, no matter which side of this question he
takes, and he will tell you that none of them experienced any
such feeling between the volunteers and the drafted men.

Another thing—they tell you that it was the drafted men
from the South who won the battles in the Civil War. I do
not want to raise the Stars and Bars in this House, but I
call attention to the fact that the most glorious victory won
by the Confederate Army was at the first Battle of Bull Run,
where those volunteers from the South went up against the
Regular Army of the Union forces.

I am for this amendment for many reasons. In the first
place, I am a little afraid of universal compulsory military
service in times of peace. I am afraid of militarism in this
country. Of what does militarism consist? It consists of
universal compulsory military service in times of peace, with
the armaments that go with it. I should like to have a time
limit on the act, in order that it might expire when the emer-
gency has passed, that we may not fasten upon this country a
policy of compulsory military training that may destroy our
representative government, our democratic institutions, or our
Christian way of life in the years to come.

This amendment will also—and I take issue with the gen-
tlemen who have discussed this measure from that stand-
point—bring into the service rapidly a class of men who are
qualified for the service we are going to need them for.
What we need are trained men, skilled men—aviators, me-
chanics, electricians. By giving them an opportunity to vol-
unteer, with this provision raising the base pay, I do not be-
lieve it will be necessary to put the draft into effect at all.

The gentleman from New York [Mr, Cerrer] talks about
his Jewish brethren quarreling about this issue. None of
them have disturbed me. I have had no raids on my office.
I believe I speak the sentiment of the majority of the people
I represent when I say, Give us this amendment and let us
try this voluntary system first.

I have heard the statement here that the majority of the
volunteers are now coming from the Southern States. If you
take into consideration the fact that we have almost, or quite,
1,000,000 colored people in our State and that the volun-
teers are coming almost exclusively from the whites, then
we are far ahead of even the average State and far ahead,
probably, of even the average Southern State in our gquota
of white volunteers. But, if this bill passes, we will get credit
for those volunteers, if and when the draft goes into effect.

Mr. SOUTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN, I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. SOUTH. The gentleman says he believes that if this
amendment is adopted it will not be necessary to resort to the
draft.

Mr. RANKIN. I doubt if it will.

Mr. SOUTH. Then what good will credits do?

Mr. RANKIN. If the young men of this country want to
join the Army, no matter where they come from, let them
Jjoin.
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Mr. SOUTH. Does not the gentleman feel, however, that
the sections of the country that are not furnishing their just
share should do so? I may say to the gentleman that it goes
deeper than sections. The gentleman knows there are cer-
tain social, economiec, and racial groups that are shirking
their responsibility, whereas the farm, ranch, and small-town
boys are volunteering.

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; but let me say to my distinguished
friend the gentleman from Texas, for whom I have a pro-
found admiration, that I do not share in any of this silly
argument that there is any man in this House who is dis-
loyal or unpatriotic. I do not care where he is from. If war
were to come, and if it were necessary for the Members of
this Congress to go to the front, I believe that every man
within the sound of my voice would respond at once. [Ap-
plause.] .

I am questioning no man’s patriotism. But I say to the
gentleman from Texas that if we are going to raise an army
we need an army of technicians, we need an army of engineers,
we need an army of mechanics, we need an army of aviators,
we need men who are skilled. We will get a far larger per-
centage of them through the voluntary system than we would
through the draft system, to begin with.

Besides, you have raised the base pay considerably for
those skilled men, and that will induce them to come in
from other sections of the country as well as from the South.

I admit that economic conditions have a great deal to do
with it, but I believe if this amendment is adopted as it was
advocated in the Senate, not by an enemy of this bill but
by one of its strongest supporters, the distinguished Senator
from Arizona I believe, we will get all the men we need.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] and several
others have a habit of getting up and asking Members, “If
you adopt this amendment will you vote for the bill?” If
you want to know what I will do, my answer is “Yes.” If
you adopt this amendment, of course I will support the bill

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. It is very unfortunate that
the gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] made an anti-
Semitic speech on the floor of the House today. Let it be
remembered that many thousands of men of Jewish extrac-
tion volunteered and faithfully served our common country
during all of our Nation’s wars. -

Mr. RANKIN. If the gentleman from New York [Mr.
CeLLER] wants to stir up a row between the American Jews
and the international Jews, #hat is his business. We have
refrained from bringing that issue up, and I prefer not to
discuss it here.

I hope this amendment is adopted.

For fear that I may not get another opportunity to speak
again, I hope you will also adopt the provision that was
adopted by the Senate—to draft munitions establishments,
if necessary—in order that we may not have a sit-down
strike on the part of them and the Wall Street financiers
who finance them, who might want to browbeat Congress
into giving them concessions in taxes, perhaps, in order to
get them to keep these manufacturing establishments going.

I hope these two amendments are both adopted. I shall
support both of them, and, if they are adopted, I shall support
the bill. [Applause.]

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, this bill has
taken a queer change and a queer turn. Anybody that sup-
ports this bill holds himself out to be a great American, and
anyone that is against this conscription hill is not an Amer-
ican, he is a “fifth columnist” according to some supporters of
this legislation.

Mr, PATRICK. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. I am sorry, but I have no
time to yield. This amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Fisul was offered by a good American
who served in France with distinction, and the substitute
amendment is offered by another very good soldier, the gen-
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. EpmisTon] who served in
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France with distinction, and although I have never mentioned
it, I will put my war record against any man on this floor,
and that is the first time I ever have mentioned it and I hope
the last, in public life.

I hope the fact I am fighting this does not make me a “fifth
columnist” or the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisg] a
“fifth columnist,” or the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
EpmisTon] a “fifth columnist,” I think we are as good Ameri-
cans as anybody on this floor. [Applause.] You take the
records of the men who are supporting this amendment and
where were they in 1917 and 1918 and 1919? Those who howl
loudest for this bill have no sons or were not in the last war.
I was in it and the veterans on this floor who are fighting

this bill were in it.

By passing this bill you send out to the youth of America
the challenge that he is yellow, that he will not fight for his
country, you brand on the forehead of every young American
boy that he has not the courage to defend the Stars and
Stripes. I say you do not need this draft. If they will let
the rules down and modify the stiff examinations they have
to get into the Army, then you will have plenty of volunteers.
What they have done is to make the examinations so stiff that
even a West Point or an Annapolis man would have a hard
time passing the physical examination. I say give these boys
a chance, give them 60 days, and I do not care who puts the
amendment in, Republican or Democrat. Above all, we are
Americans and the youth of this country are Americans and
will volunteer if given a chance to volunteer. I do not care
about politics in this issue. Many a man is voting for this for
politics or to perpetuate himself in office. Thank God, my
Americanism is above my politics, and I hope this House will
vote the passage of this amendment [Applause].

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, I do not know when I have
been so disappointed and so saddened as I am at this very
moment over the remarks of my long-time and devoted
friend, the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr, Rankin]. It is
difficult for me to believe that his remarks represent the
goodness of his heart and the loyalty of his nature.

Mr. Chairman, this Fish amendment simply provides a
way out for those who, for different reasons, hesitate to meet
the pending issue. To accept it would let down this House
in the confidence and in the affection of the people of this
country as nothing else could do. The people of this coun-
try believe that an emergency exists, the membership of this
great body knows that an emergency exists. The people of
this country believe that there is an actual need for the
strengthening of the national defense, the membership of
this body knows that such need exists; and the purpose of
the pending bill, Mr, Chairman, is to strengthen the national
defense. The purpose of the draft is to lay the hand of
compulsion upon those who receive all of the benefits that
government can bestow, but who decline to render any sort
of service in time of its need.

Mr. Chairman, to accept this amendment would be tragic.
To accept it would convince the people of this country that
the membership of this House is only an aggregation of
self-serving politicians.

Mr. Chairman, the time is at hand when men and women
who love their country should stand up and be counted.
Let us accept this amendment and rip from the wall the
flag of the Republic that hangs above the Chairman’s head
and send it to the dictators of Europe as a testimonial of
our esteem. Accept this amendment, Mr. Chairman, and
let us confess to our inability or our unwillingness to meet
and deal with a great issue. Accept it and let us close the
doors of this Chamber and go home and stay there.
[Applause.]

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, as a Representative from
the State of Michigan, I resent the remarks which have been
made here this afternoon casting reflection upon the patriot-
ism of my State, just because the guota of men who have
volunteered may not be quite as large as it has been from
some other section of this Nation. The services of the peo-
ple of Michigan, in every conflict in which this Nation has
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been engaged denies the implication of any such remark as
that. [Applause.]

While an equal number of young men may not thus far
have volunteered for the Army up to the present hour, let
me call attention to the fact that the great industries of my
State, with hundreds of thousands of men engaged in them,
including many young men, are making the materials of
war that this Nation requires for its national defense.
[Applause.] »

I was somewhat surprised at my able and genial friend
from the State of Pennsylvania [Mr, Fappis] when he made
the remark that the volunteer system has never worked in
the United States. Let me call attention to the fact that the
very system that we are asked to adopt in the United States
under this bill is the system now practiced by every arrogant
dictator in Europe. If we adopt this policy of conscription
we shall make the same mistake and fall into the same error.
The compulsory military training system has saved none of
the conquered countries of Europe, but the volunteer system
has saved and preserved the United States Government for
150 years. [Applause.]l

My good friend from Alabama [Mr. SpargMan] has made
some remarks with reference to the voluntary system during
the Civil War and stated that it failed. I took it upon myself
to obtain from the legislative service of the Congressional
Library the figures pertaining to voluntary enlistment and
draft for every war in which this Nation has been engaged,
and I want to give to the House the figures as far as they
relate to the Civil War, particularly the number of volunteer
enlistments. I want you to listen to these figures as
furnished to me.

The total number of Union troops enrolled in the Civil War
was 2,128,948, of which 75,215 were Regulars and 1,933,779
were Volunteers. [Applause.] Only 119,954 were drafted,
and of that number only 46,347 actually served, the remainder
having served as substitutes in some other form.

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDERO. I yield.

Mr. CELLER. Why, then, did Lincoln ask for a conscript
army?

Mr. DONDERO. Lincoln invoked the draft some time in
1863, but the record shows that the draft had nothing to do
with the patriotism of the men of this Nation, and for one
good reason, and that is: They were called to serve on their
native soil when the preservation of the Union was the issue.
[Applause.] They were not asked to serve in some capacity
on other soil, or even face the possibility of serving on for-
eign soil across the sea, That was the difference.

May I say for the benefit of those who come from the
South that the patriotism of the men of the South equalled
the patriotism of the men of the North when they volun-
teered in the Confederate Army for the same reason, namely:
To defend their homes and the cause they believed right as
referred to by my friend from Mississippi [Mr. RaANKIN].
Such were the men who met each other at the first battle of
Bull Run.

Mr, SOUTH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DONDEROQO. 1 yield.

Mr. SOUTH, I have a very high regard for the gentle-
man speaking and certainly would not say anything to em-
barrass or offend him. I should like to remind him that no
one has cast any reflection upon the gentleman’s State.
The most that has been done is to quote the record, and the
record shows that the gentleman’s State has furnished 89
men as against 280 men from the State of Kentucky. The
record speaks for itself. It is no reflection on those men.
We are trying to adopt a policy that will force every section
of the country to furnish its just pro rata of men for this
emergency.

Mr. DONDERO. The patriotissm of American manhood
is not dead. The people do not accept this war hysteria that
an emergency exists or that it is necessary to adopt national
militarism to provide national defense. [Applause.]

Mr. EDMISTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to withdraw the amendment which I offered to the amend-
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ment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisul,
because we have worked out a better amendment, in my
opinion, which the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, NICHOLS]
will offer.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from West Virginia?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to
the amendment offered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Fisu].

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. NiczoLs to the amendment offered

by Mr. Fisa: At the end of the amendment offered by Mr. FisgH
insert:

. “(e) Quotas of men to be furnished for such training and
service shall be determined for each State, Territory, and the
District of Columbia, and for subdivisions thereof, on the basis of
the actual number of men in the several States, Territories, and
the District of Columbia, and the subdivisions thereof, who are
liable for such training and service but who are not deferred after
classification; credits shall be given in fixing such quotas for resi-
dents of such subdivisions who are in the land and naval forces of
the United States on the date fixed for determining such quotas,
and those who volunteer during the 60-day volunteer period; and
until the actual numbers necessary for determining the quotas are
known the quotas may be based on estimates and subsequent ad-
justments therein made when such actual numbers are known;
all in accordance with such rules and regulations as the President
may prescribe.”

Mr., NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, before I start to discuss
the amendment let me lay down one or two predicates. In
the first place, I yield to no man in the United States in
my patriotism or my love for this country, and I charge no
other man with a lack of patriotism or lack of affection
for his country by reason of his views on this pending legis-
lation. And in order that I may not be charged with offer-
ing this amendment for political reasons, I wish to make this
statement: I shall support this bill whether or not this
amendment is adopted. If the amendment which I have
offered to the Fish amendment is not adopted I shall vote
against the Fish amendment. Now, if I am not still hiding
behind some log I would like to discuss my amendment.

In the first place, if the Fish amendment has in it a pro-
vision that quotas shall be given to States upon the basis of
population and that then those States shall be given credit
for those men who volunteer in the land and the naval
forces, I think the Fish amendment with that amendment is
a good and equitable one. And the above is exactly what
my amendment would do. The only difference between my
amendment and the languageeof the bill is that my amend-
ment provides that States shall be given credit for those
men who volunteer, including those men who volunteer
during the 60-day volunteer period provided for in the Fish
amendment. TUnder the language of the bill as it now
stands they would get credit only for those men who had
volunteered before the beginning of the 60-day volunteer
period. Under the Fish amendment they would not get
credit for those who volunteered during the 60-day volun-
teer period. My amendment simply takes the language out
of the bill and adds to it the proposition that they shall have
credit for those who volunteer during the 60-day period.

Mr. FISH., Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. 1 yield.

Mr. FISH. I understand that the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. EpmisToN], the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Pacel, and yourself have agreed on the gentleman’s amend-
ment. So far as I understand the amendment, I have no
ocbjection to it and am in favor of it.

Mr. SOUTH. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield for
the purpose of my getting some information?

Mr. NICHOLS. Please let me continue. I will try to yield
later.

As to the provisions of the hill, Mr. Chairman, let no one
be misled into thinking that the Fish amendment will delay
the operation of the bill by 60 days. My distinguished and
learned friend—and a great guy—the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. THoMmAasON] on yesterday inserted in the REecorp, on
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page 11427, certain tables, and at the bottom of the table
on that page he placed information in the Recorp which will
show anyone who wants to peruse it that under the 60-day
volunteer period there could not possibly be lost more than
20 days over the draft plan as proposed in this bill. I quote
now from the information the gentleman from Texas put in
the Recorp yesterday:

From nothing up to 14 days, in other words the first 14 days
after the passage of this act, they will be engaged in registration
preparation. The fifteenth day will be consumed in registration.
The sixteenth to the twenty-first day they will set up local boards
and serially number cards. From the twenty-first to the twenty-
fifth day there will be the lottery and the distribution; twenty-
fifth to twenty-ninth, local board assign order number and mail
questionnaire; twenty-ninth to thirty-fourth, return of question-
naire; thirty-fourth to thirty-sixth, run through questionnaires
and sort out class 1-A; thirty-sixth to fortieth, physically examine
and induct class 1-A. (Consider zero day the day of passage of
the act.)

It is going to take 40 days to get the draft machinery in
operation.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 3 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. NICHOLS. If this amendment is adopted, the very
day this bill becomes law with the signature of the President,
the Chief Executive can issue his call for volunteers as pro-
vided in this amendment. If he does it on that day and
sufficient men are not secured under the volunteer system
within 60 days in any State this bill goes right into operation.
Why, the War Department, Mr. Chairman, does not have to
slow one cog of the machinery it takes to put into effect this
conscription bhill. With the signing of the bill the President
can issue his call, and at the worst they can only be slowed
up for 20 days.

Mr. EDMISTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, NICHOLS. Yes; briefly.

Mr. EDMISTON. The gentleman has quoted the War De-
partment’s own time table and all of us know that the War
Department is a lot slower than their estimated speed.

Mr. NICHOLS. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. SOUTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NICHOLS. I am sorry, I cannot for the moment.

The reason I cannot support the Fish amendment without
my amendment which provides for this quota to States is
because I do not think any section of the United States, be it
South, East, North, or West, should be compelled or even by
reason of its patriotism permitted to furnish all of the sol-
diers for the United States. If certain sections of the United
States furnish more volunteers than other sections then I
think it is nothing but fair, just, and equitable that the sec-
tion which furnishes the most men by volunteers be given
credit against their conscripted quota and that those sections
of the United States which have failed to come up under the
volunteer system be compelled to make up their quota by
conscription,

[Here the gavel fell.l

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. GIFForp].

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I regret I did not avail
myself of the opportunity, but I did not know that I could
possibly be allowed time on yesterday. So I will lay aside the
remarks I would have made and now devote myself to con-
gratulating Texas. In the first instance, you have the mili-
tary spirit, if you lead in volunteers. A Boston paper of this
morning contains an article stating that the First Corps of
Cadets of Massachusetts are delighted that they will be sent
to Texas for training. Wonderful Texas. [Applause.] And
most of the boys in the flying squadrons are sent to the flying
fields of Texas. Wonderful Texas. [Laughter.] The spirit
is there, the Army spirit, of course, is there. Why should you
not lead in volunteers? You ought to. If Michiganders do
not want to go to Texas, it is passing strange. They are just
as patriotic, no doubt, but the war spirit is there in Texas.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

11585

We understand it. With our military cantonments so largely
there, of course, these Texas boys get imbued with militarism.
I favor this amendment. During the World War we did not
have it; and no matter how many men volunteered from a
section, when conscription came along, they received no credit
for those having already voluntered. Now you are to give
us such credit. I only wonder in a large town what a sub-
division means. I hope it means voting precinets, so that
one large voting precinet will have to send its share. The
boys have enlisted in my community in sufficient numbers to
release the other boys. The remainder will not have to
hasten marriage. They will not hasten to be divinity
students. They can look for a job, and employers will be
willing to hire them. They will be relieved by the volunteers.
They will relieve the situation. Some of you claim that the
volunteer system is discredited. I do not think so.

I want to talk a little about the selective draft. In our
democracy we try to get away from the word “select.” We
have civil service, lest officials select and show favoritism.
Under the civil service they have to pass all kinds of exami-
nations to determine their full and complete fitness. In this
matter they determine height and poundage. Does that de-
termine a good soldier? Far from it. Only the brave make
good soldiers. Many boys are fearful, no matter how big or
strong they are; the sound of a gun frightens them, and they
will not make good soldiers. But you will select such. A
board in my home town will pick a boy because of his pound-
age, his height, his eyes, his teeth, and such points, as to
make a good animal. They will ask if he has dependents
and will grant many exemptions. They will not consider
important deficiencies of a state of mind for such service.

They will send the names here to Washington and some-
body here will put his hand in a hat and draw out a name,
That is a wonderful method of selective service. Did you read
the book Four Feathers? If you have not, read it. It will do
you a lot of good. You will learn how difficult it is to deter-
mine whether the sound of cannon will make a brave man or a
coward. I do not exactly know how the selective service can
work out as a purely democratic system, We should not
boast about it. We pick jurors by pulling their names out of a
hat. Yes, but if you have a case in court how carefully your
lawyer looks over those names that you pull out of the hat. I
think you see my point.

It is going to be very difficult for this selective service to work
satisfactorily. I hope it does. I am voting for some sort of a
selective service bill because I know we ought to have training
as fast as we can give it. But I am voting for it as a defense
measure, while some of you are voting for it as a war measure.
There is a vast difference between the two. I fear that Eng-
land may be overcome. God knows, I hope she will not be.
But I firmly believe she is our first line of defense. I firmly
believe that if she is defeated she will transfer her government
and fleet to Canada, then we are in the war. Recall the recent
pledge of the President to that Dominion,

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if we might reach an
agreement as to time on this amendment? According to my
tally of the time we have spent on this amendment exactly
two and a quarter hours. Apparently we cannot give that
much time to all amendments or we will never get through.
In view of the fact that we had 2 long days of debate and
stayed here until 11 o'clock last night, I think there ought
to be some agreement as to time. I wonder if we can agree
on an hour’s time?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky asks
unanimous consent that all debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 1 hour. Is there objection?

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto
close in 1 hour and 30 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr, Mav]1?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
Ject, it has been very difficult to secure time. This is a very
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vital matter. It has been the practice heretofore that when
time has been rationed out those who come at the tail end
find they have a minute or 2 minutes only, which would be
exceedingly unfair in this case. If this can be disposed of by
permitting all those standing to get 5 minutes, and this is
prchably the only time I shall have on the bill, I have no
objection.

Mr. RAYBURN. Would not the gentleman be willing for
those standing to get an equal division of the 90 minutes?

Mr. DIRKESEN. If that resulted in only 2 minutes, it would
be just the same as no time at all. Can you not make it 2
hours?

Mr. MAY. As T have just stated, we have had 2 hours and
a quarter already. That would make 4 hours and a quarter
debate on one amendment, which to me seems unreasonable.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Will not the gentleman
give 5 minutes to those standing? After all, we are preparing
not for now but for years to come, and I think everyone is
entitled to be heard who wishes to be heard.

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest that we
continue debate until 5:30, with the understanding that fol-
lowing debate on this amendment tonight the Committee will
rise. Of course, I mean following a vote on the amendment.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto close
not later than 5:30 this evening.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. May]?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to
cbject, has a count been made of those who were on their
feet? .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is unable to answer that
question. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. May]?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Woobrum].

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me
that the amendment offered by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisu] is perhaps in its implications the most vital
amendment that can be offered to this bill. Its adoption will
sadden the hearts and chill the spirits of all American citi-
zens who are deeply and vitally concerned with the grave
menace our country faces in this eritical hour. I do not for
an instant question the patriotic motives of any gentlemen
who advocate the amendment or who vote for it, but there
are one or two things I should like to call to your attention.

First, every man on the floor of this House who is against
this kind of legislation—if there is such a man—will vote for
this amendment. Every citizen in this gallery and outside
the dome of this Capitol who is against this legislation and
who is against American preparedness will be for this
amendment. If you could have a conclave this afternoon of
Stalin, Hitler, and Mussolini, to go into session to see what
they could do to prevent America’s being prepared, the first
thing they would say would be, “Do not raise an Army, do
not raise your reserve forces. But if America is patriotic
enough to raise its reserve forces, then the next best thing
to do is to put it off as long as possible, delay it every day
that you can delay it.”

Why is Great Britain tonight with her back against the
wall? Why do we have to send destroyers to help her?
Because not for 20 days but for years Great Britain has
listened to the siren voice that told her, “Put it off, put it
off, put it off, delay it, delay it, just a little longer. There
is still more time.”

I have been sitting with the House Committee on Appro-
priations for a month listening to our accredited leaders.
Every one of them has driven into our hearts the grave
necessity of immediate preparedness for America. Every
responsible leader we have today, to whom we must lock in
this crisis to lead us and protect us if America is threatened,
from the President of the United States on down, tells you,
“Do not delay even 1 day.”
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Oh, it is no argument to say “20 days, 20 days, just a
measly 20 days.” My friend says it will delay it only 20
days. My God, if you could go to Great Britain tonight and
promise them that the invasion would be delayed 20 days
there would be universal rejoicing over there.

I am going to vote for this hill; however the committee
fashions it, whatever is in it, I am going to vote for it. But
I beg of you not to send the message out to the United
States and to the world that America is hesitating or
equivoecating. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Coorer). The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from California [Mr. Vooruis].

Mr. VOORHIS of California. Mr. Chairman, there are
some things which I do hesitate to give up. I do hesitate to
see our country adopt what seems to me a central portion of
the dictatorial system. I am not talking about what happens
in time of war; nor, according to their own statements,
are those who want no changes in this bill talking about a
draft of men for war. They tell us this draft bill is to pre-
vent war. I should like to point out to all the gentlemen
who have talked about the percentage of volunteers from the
different States and about other matters that if this country
ever becomes involved in war, when there is dying to be
done the people from all over this country will be equally
involved, and all of us will have our part in that sacrifice.
War and peace are still two different things and the problem
presented by this bill is one of its effect on this country in
peacetime, for it is, after all, an Army draft bill and not a
bill for general training of our citizens.

I believe it is healthy for the House of Representatives to
consider for an hour or two the adoption of an amendment
to see whether it is not possible that democracy by rising to
the height of her traditional democratic effort may not be
able to defend herself sufficiently and strongly and now,
without the sacrifice of what seems to me to be an essential
foundation stone of a free system. I am willing to see things
sacrificed for the sake of ney country’s safety. I am willing
to take chances for the sake of it. There is today no per-
fectly safe course. I know that. I said on the floor the other
day that I was willing to vote for this bill as is if you made it
a real emergency measure to last 1 year, until we had time to
put into effect a real, honest-to-goodness training and na-
tional-service program which would apply to every group
and class and would offer not only a chance for service, but
also opportunity for development to everybody in the Nation
and which would enable people to be fitted into the kind of
training and service program for which they were best fitted.

I am for this amendment. I am for it because I want at
least one chance to have America show that by means of the
system she has always followed she can meet this situation.
Maybe she can. Believe me, Mr. Chairman, if she did, it
would be an answer 10 times as good as the conscription an-
swer to Mr. Hitler, Mr. Stalin, Mr. Mussolini, and all the
rest of them. [Applause.]

I know that a lot of people in America have said, “Let us
try the volunteer system first, and if it does not work, then
we are ready to see you do the other thing.” I think it would
make a lot of difference in the psychology of the people.

I should like to point out that this amendment, if adopted,
will make your program with regard to men exactly four-
square with the program with regard to industry, as pro-
posed by the Committee on Military Affairs. They say in
that amendment, for which I shall certainly vote, that if the
volunteer system with regard to placing orders is not suc-
cessful, then you shall have compulsion and shall be able to
conscript the use of industrial plant in order to obtain neces-
sary defense material. In this amendment, offered by the
gentleman from New York, precisely that same principle is
applied with regard to the obtaining of men.

I think it is important for us to have the maximum pos-
sible amount of unity about what we do. For that reason
I do not want to vote against this bill for I feel quite cer-
tain it is going to pass. I am going to do so if I can. But
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there are some principles and convictions which a man can-
not easily set aside. This amendment is gonig to make a
lot of difference to me, if it is adopted or if it is not adopted.
I hope it is going to be adopted; and I want to say this
much further.

Whatever the action of the House is today, and whatever
position any Member of this House takes, after that major-
ity decision is made, whatever that program may be, it is up
to every Member of the House, including me and everybody
else, to support that program wholeheartedly and to have
no post mortems about it. [Applause.] If our decision is a
decision that has got to be made, after it is made it should
be, in effect, a unanimous decision, and we must go forward
on that basis to work for the things in which we believe.
So I appeal to the Members of the House, in view of the deep
principles involved in this measure—and they are deep and
this is a solemn hour—to vote for this amendment.

America has been here a long time. She has stood for
principles of liberty and the essential cement of her social
order has been the cement of the cooperative agreement of
her citizens to support great institutions and to defend them.
Her people will not fail now. Their leadership must not fail.
It must not fail either to provide defense, nor in providing
it, to guard as best it can the democratic system of free
government for which our country stands.

The young men of America have not known for more than
2 or 3 weeks that it was important for them to join the
armed forces. I speak to you as one who has raised 15
boys who are in them now. They are not by own boys, of
course, but all grew up in a school I had and they are scat-
tered all over the world in the armed forces of the United
States. They volunteered in California. [Applause.] .

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent to exend my own remarks in the Recorp at
this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I am support-
ing the selective-service bill, commonly called the draft
bill. I have not and will not hesitate to support legislation
that is necessary for the defense of this country. I believe
that I am in as good position as any Member of this House
to view all sides of the questions now presented. I have only
two children, and both of them are sons of military age.
My younger son is already a lieutenant in the Officers’ Re-
serve Corps. Legislation which I have supported and expect
to support will vitally and immediately affect both of these
sons.

We often boast of our cherished liberty in this country,
but we forget that this liberty was fought for and won by
our forefathers. It did not come as a result of our own per-
sonal sacrifices. Many of our citizens made personal sacri-
fices in the World War in 1917. We ought to be willing now
to make personal sacrifices to preserve that which has been
handed down to us.

The stock argument that I have heard most against the
selective-service bill is the charge that it is undemocratic.
I do not view it that way. As the thing stands now, only
the poor boys from the poorest homes, who cannot get jobs
otherwise, usually join the Army. Our Southern boys al-
ways enlist up to quotas, but they do not do it in other sec-
tions. The burden of defending this country ought to rest
upon the shoulders of everybody everywhere, not just the
poor boys. What can be more democratic than to provide a
national defense composed of all classes, rich and poor, high
and low, small and great?

The next main objection that I have heard to the bill is
the charge that it is not necessary. Hitler has subjugated
nearly all of Europe. This is a world struggle between the
nations that have and those that have not. America is the
richest nation in the world. Does anybody think that Hitler
will stand by and have no evil design if he crushes England?
It is not like Hitler to do that. We are urged to wait until
war is declared. There is no use to “lock the stable after
the horse is stolen.” It takes time to train an army. We
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will either need this army or we will not need it. If we are
going to need it, we are going to need it badly, and we
should start training that army now. To start training
after war is declared may be too late. We do not have a
situation parallel to 1917. Then we had England and France
to hold them off while we could train an army, but France
is gone now, and England may soon go. If our hoys have to
fight to defend this country, I want them to have the best
training, the best guns, and the best of everything. I do not
want them to be unprepared. If they do not have to go to
war, this training that they will get will not harm them but
will be beneficial to them. So, from either way you look at
it, it appears to be a wise thing to enact this bill speedily.
This does not mean that our boys are going to war, but it is
our best insurance against war. It is well to bear in mind
that we are living in very abnormal days, and we have fo
meet conditions as they are, not as we would like for them
to be. We are all against war, but we propose to protect our
country with everything that we possess. There is no ques-
tion but what we must have an adequate Army and Navy,
and the democratic way is to get that Army and Navy from
all over the Nation and from all classes of people. That is
what this bill will do, and I intend to support it.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr, Chairman, one of the
supporters of this Stalin-Hitler type of compulsory peacetime
military service, one of the members of the committee report-
ing the bill, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr, SPARKMAN]
quoted statistics a few moments ago indicating that equip-
ment was available for training our men, including the con-
seripts provided in this bill. He stated that his statistics were
as of the month of May, 1940.

I do not believe he should quote May statistics. I hold in
my hand a page of the Milwaukee Journal for Saturday,
August 24, 1940, some time later than the month of May,
1940, which contains actual photographs indicating that dur-
ing the week of August 24, 1940, the Wisconsin and Michigan
National Guard volunteers while called into Federal training
were forced to use some strange and unusual equipment for
their artillery practice. This paper states:

For lack of sufficient real equipment, National Guard men at
Camp McCoy, Wis,, are using some singular makeshifts in the
Becond Army maneuvers. Above, two of Michigan's One Hundred
and Twenty-sixth Infantry prepared to “shoot” an antitank gun
made from a plank and a couple of iron wheels, while their com-
rades (below) use a log as a trench mortar.

Mr. Chairman, the photographs above reveal that the anti-
tank gun is a large plank mounted on the wheels of an old
manure spreader and that the trench mortar is an old wooden
fence post. This as late as the 24th day of August, 1940.

I wonder if this strange and unusual equipment is listed in
the May list of equipment which we were told was available
for military training.

Mr. FADDIS. Does the gentleman expect the House to
take a cartoon in a newspaper in opposition to a statement
of the War Department?

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, these are not
cartoons. They are actual photographs which were made in
the training camp in the week of August 24, 1940. Our New
Deal brethren sold much of Uncle Sam’s artillery to the Brit-
ish and therefore our own men must use large planks mounted
on old, rusty manure-spreader wheels for artillery practice
and training and wooden fence posts for trench-mortar prac-
tice and training.

Our New Deal brethren also sold millions of Uncle Sam’s
Army rifles to the British, and during the recent Federal
training of our National Guard its members were forced to
use many broomsticks and fish poles for rifle practice and
training.

Our New Deal brethren have also sold many of Uncle Sam’s
warships and airships to the British.

I hold in my hand the first page of the Washington Times-
Herald for Wednesday, September 4, 1940, which contains a
September 3 United Press report from Ottawa, Canada, stat-
ing that Canada is negotiating for the purchase of over-age
United States Government tanks, and that a Canadian officer
is in the United States inspecting certain tanks which might
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be useful for training purposes in Canada. I suppose that our
Regular Army, our National Guard, and the additional troops
provided in this bill will have to use old, decrepit, rusty auto-
mobiles and trucks for tank-training purposes.

Mr. Chairman, our New Deal brethren have stripped Uncle
Sam’s national defense and have sold so many essential por-
tions of it to the British that I wonder just what they intend
to do should Hitler attack us, as vociferously claimed by our
New Deal brethren under the war hysteria propaganda which
is used as a smoke screen to cover the third-term “blitzkrieg”
of our ex-international banker, New Deal “fuehrer,” Mr,
Roosevelt.

If the New Deal, in the future as in the past, continues to
strip our own national defense and sell essential portions of
it to the British we will be in a pretty tight box should their
claims of Hitler's attack come true. In order to defend our
country and our countrymen we will practically have to meet
a naval attack with rowboats, stop his 80-ton tanks with
anti-tank artillery consisting of large planks mounted on
manure spreader wheels, go over the top with infantry
equipped with broomsticks and fish poles instead of rifles,
use old rusty discarded automobiles and trucks for our tank
offense, use wooden fence posts for trench mortar defense,
and meet him in the air with the hot air and gas of New Deal
politicians.

Mr. Chairman, because I will not have time to speak on the
amendment which I am going to offer to the pending Fish
amendment, I shall now read that amendment for the in-
formation of the Members. My amendment proposes to add
after the amendmeént offered by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisu] the following proviso:

Provided further, That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby
authorized to receive and accept voluntary finanecial contributions
and place them in a separate fund to be available for the purpose
of helping to defray the cost of our national-defense program, m-
cluding that portion provided in this act.

I shall offer this amendment in order that we might have a
voluntary man-created dollar service in defense of our coun-
try as well as a voluntary God-created man service. In view
of the almost bankrupt condition of our Federal Treasury my
amendment should be adopted and incorporated in this bill,
the title of which is, “To protect the integrity and institutions
of the United States through a system of selective compulsery
military training and service.” The pending Fish amend-
ment provides for voluntary service of God-created men. My
amendment to his amendment provides for voluntary service
of man-created dollars.

In view of the almost bankrupt condition of our Federal
Treasury, the incorporation of my amendment will certainly
increase the effectiveness of our national defense and give
our multi-millionaire war mongers and war interventionists
an opportunity to voluntarily contribute much of their
worldly wealth.

Mr. Chairman, with reference to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CELLER] who, unfortunately raised an anti-Semitic
issue, the gentleman suggested that I read and delve into
the prophets Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. I have perhaps
read and studied the prophets Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob
more than the gentleman has. I have great respect for
them. However, I am more familiar with Matthew, Mark,
Luke, Paul, and John. This is what I wanted to tell him
when I asked the gentleman to yield after he suggested that
I read and delve into the prophets Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.
However, the gentleman would not yield, and I therefore
answer him at this time.

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order that
the gentleman is not speaking to the amendment.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr, Chairman, I am, accord-
ing to the ruling of the previous Chairman, when I made
the same point of order when the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CELLER] was discussing the prophets.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. CoorER)., The gentleman from
Wisconsin will proceed in order.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, that is pre-
cisely what I am doing.
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Mr. Chairman, I was certainly surprised at the denuncia-
tion by the gentleman from New York of our countrymen from
New York who are now in Washington exercising their con-
stitutional right to petition Congress in opposition to this
Hitler-Stalin type of peacetime compulsory military service.
We know that during the World War our countrymen of all
racial extractions and religions——

Mr. FADDIS. Mr. Chairman, a point of order.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Including those from New
York, enlisted in the service of our country and many made
the supreme sacrifice.

Mr., FADDIS. A point of order, Mr. Chairman.
gentleman is not speaking to the amendment.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin, Mr, Chairman, I am speaking
to the pending amendment. We do not want anyone in this
emergency to foment racial or religious animosity and hatreds
and deny any of our countrymen the privilege to exercise their
constitutional right to come to Washington and impress their
views upon their representatives in Congress. We Americans
must all stick together, no matter what our racial extrac-
tion, religious beliefs or stations in life may be; no matter
whether we live in the Nation’s Capital, the States of Wis-
consin, New York, Texas, Mississippi, or any other State of
the Union. We must unitedly stand in defense of our com-
mon country under the Stars and Stripes. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. BarpEN] is recognized.

Mr. BARDEN of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman, I am nof
going to try to make as much noise as a couple speaking, to-
gether with the Chairman’s gavel [laughter], but I do want to
mention one or two things. I believe if there is any one
thing uppermost in the minds of the American people today it
is that they want action, and they want action without fur-
ther faltering, I do not know how the rest of you feel about
this. Far be it from me to question either the motives or the
words of any Member who wants to express his opinion on
this floor. I think it is a dangerous proposition to have the
overwhelming percentage of our armed forces from one sec-
tion of this country, and it is an admitted fact that not only
is such the case but that area is the southern agricultural
areas. You know and I know that we have warmongers
in this country. You know and I know that we have men
who are making a lot of money out of selling gunpowder,
munitions, and airplane engines, and so forth. Both the men
that own these plants and the employees that are drawing
premium wages now are from an entirely different section
from the one that is furnishing the volunteer soldiers. Do
you not think it would be a safer proposition if we are hon-
estly and sincerely preparing for peace and not war—and I
am one of those who are preparing for peace, and I want no
mistake about that—to have the Senator’s son, the Congress-
man'’s son, the banker’s son, the munition manufacturer’s son,
the Wall Street stockbroker’s son, the airplane manufac-
turer’s and the farmer’s son, the industrial worker’s son, the
W. P. A. worker’s son, all side by side in uniform and let all
those men back home have some blood kin interest in what
they may be planning? [Applause.] God forbid that we
shall ever have another war. But if we should, we do not want
it to be called a rich man’s war and a poor man'’s fight.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr, Chairman, I stated a question of the
privilege of the House earlier this afternoon. I ask unani-
mous consent that at that point I may revise and extend
my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will have to get that
permission in the House.

The gentleman from New York [Mr, WapsworTH] is recog-
nized.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the
attention of the members of the committee to the situation
we would be up against if this amendment should be adopted.

Congress has empowered and instructed the War Depart-
ment to increase the Regular Army up to 375,000 men, and
they have engaged in their recruiting campaign with that

The
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objective in view. I do not have the last figures showing the
strength as of today. I assume it is approaching 300,000, It
should not be forgotten that the Department is recruiting
men for the standing professional Army, quite distinet in
its mission from a citizen’s army. Although I do not want
to start a controversy here, I think the War Department
has been wise in adhering to its practice of recruiting men
for 3 years in the standing professional Army. The l-year
period of enlistment was attempted in 1920 and 1921, The
results were appallingly disappointing. The Army merely
became a funnel through which men passed in rapid suc-
cession and it proved impossible to keep an effective Regular
Army recruited on the l-year enlistment basis. However,
they still have 75,000 men to come. The testimony shows that
they expect to reach the 375,000 figure some time in the
month of December. That is their first duty., If we put
upon them the job of finding 400,000 more men, their burden
will be 475,000 men and 2 types of soldiers. Sixty days from
the passage of this bill will bring us to about the middle of
November. It is proposed to enlist 400,000 men by that time.
If you do it and induct these volunteers into service, you
simply cannot take care of them. It cannot be done. There
will not be sufficient clothing or housing. There will not be
cantonments. There will not be tentage.

It is impossible for the Department to handle any such
number. It is far beyond the plans and hopes of the De-
partment to take in 400,000 men in the next 60 days,
plus the 75,000 which they have to take into the Regular
Army. That they must go ahead with. That they have
planned for. Under the plans of the Department, under
this bill, as I tried to explain yesterday, it is planned some-
where near the middle of November, the 8th, 10th, 12th, or
14th, no one can state exactly, to bring not 400,000 men
under the draft, but only 75,000. That is what they cer-
tainly can take care of at that time. Then a month later,
we will say, 100,000. They are going to bring them in in
driblets, spread the effort over 3 months' time, so thaf
by approximately the first week or the second week in Jan-
uary they will be able to take care of between 350,000 and
400,000 men.

This amendment throws a monkey wrench into that
whole machinery.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1 do.

Mr. FISH. I do not agree with the gentleman’s state-
ment that this throws a monkey wrench into the machinery.
I cannot believe the gentleman really means that. The
War Department does not have to take all of these 400,000
men within the 60-day period, the War Department could
take them a month later or whenever they wanted to so
long as they volunteered within that time; and by the 1st of
January, of course, they say they will be able to take care
of the first 400,000.

Mr. WADSWORTH. 1 regard the job handed the War
Department recruiting service by the gentleman's amend-
ment as impossible of fulfillment, absolutely impossible when
you consider all the limitations. I am convinced that this
amendment, although well intentioned by its introducer,
would throw a monkey wrench into this whole business and
result in delay. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]l

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr,
MarcanNTONIO] is recognized.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time
simply for the purpose of making the record clear as to the
position of the American Labor Party with reference to con-
scription and the 50-battleship question,

The gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] in speaking
on the amendment now before us read into the REcORrRD a
telegram in which the sender purported to present the posi-
tion that the American Labor Party was in favor of con-
scription and that it endorsed the transfer of the 50 warships.
I think I know something about my own party, a little bit
more than the gentleman from New York [Mr, CELLER]; and
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may I say that the sender of that telegram had no authority
to speak for the party.

The American Labor Party is fighting this question out on
the 17th of September in a democratic manner at the pri-
maries. The issue before the enrolled voters of the American
Labor Party is the issue of armaments, conscription, and
war. Delegates will be elected to the convention of the
American Labor Party on the 17th of September on that
issue, and only the convention of the American Labor Party
representing the enrolled voters of the American Labor Party
can speak for the party, and not the sender of that telegram.

May I say further that when the sender of that telegram
worded it in the manner in which he did, lacking authority
to speak for the American Labor Party, he attempted deliber-
ately to perpetrate a fraud on the Members of Congress by
making a deliberate misrepresentation. The overwhelming
majority of the American Labor Party voters are opposed to
conscription, war, and everything that makes for war.

It is most unfortunate that the gentleman from New York
[Mr, CeLLER] signaled out the race and religion of some of
the people who come here to Washington to petition Congress
against this bill. From this Well he said he spewed them out.
I think one of the reasons why we detest and despise Hitler
and Hitlerism is because he commenced this spewing-out
business back in the days of the beer-cellar Putsch. [Ap-
plause.] I just wonder, I just wonder who is imitating
Hitler now! [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
CorrEE] is recognized.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the amendment offered by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisul. This amendment is the so-called Hayden
amendment which was defeated recently in the Senate by
only two votes. I have resented the inference and innuendo
contained in some of the speeches that have been delivered
on the floor today that would question the patriotism of those
who held contrary views. Mr. Chairman, we all have a com-
mon objective to provide for an adequate national defense.
The honest differences of opinion arise over the question of
the best means of accomplishing our commeon objective.

It should be remembered that what is proposed in this bill
is conscription in peacetime. It is hard to legislate coolly in
an atmosphere charged with war hysteria. I am not yet
convinced that this Nation is threatened by invasion. This
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York simply
defers for 60 days the drafting of men and gives an oppor-
tunity to supply the needed personnel through the volunteer
system. In the event the number called for by the Presi-
dent have not volunteered, the additional number needed
would automatically be drafted. It will not delay the pro-
curement of enlisted personnel for the reason that it will
require approximately 60 days to secure the men by con-
seription.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Wapsworta]l, for
whom I have great respect, has just indicated that under
this amendment there might be more volunteers than the
War Department could take care of between now and Janu-
ary 1. There is nothing mandatory in this amendment to
require calling out the entire number authorized. If the War
Department can take care of draftees as provided in the bill,
I can see no reason why they cannot take care of volunteers,

In his speech yesterday the gentleman from New York
[Mr. WapsworTH] indicated that the first call to service is
calculated to come about the Tth to 10th of November, at
which time approximately 75,000 men would be drafted into
the service. Why not give the volunteer system a chance to
fill this quota and future guotas under the provisions of this
amendment? With the 1-year enlistment period permitted
and the increase of pay from $21 to $30 a month as provided
under this bill, voluntary enlistments will be encouraged and
increased enormously when the President issues his procla-
mation asking for volunteers. Should the volunteer system
not prove adequate, conscription automatically goes into
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effect, and no delay in the securing of personnel will be ex-
perienced.

Support this amendment and give the volunteer system a
chance. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, may I say that I am perfectly willing to meet the issue
squarely. I favor this amendment but even if this amend-
ment be not adopted and perhaps one or two others that I
should like to see agreed to, I still shall vote for the bill,
because I feel that adequately prepared manpower is abso-
lutely necessary for the defense of this country. I have al-
ways voted and fought for an adequate Army and Navy, air
force, and all that go with them. No one knows who is going
to win the present war across the seas. We all have our
wishes and hopes, but no one knows. No one knows what
form of government the victorious nation will have. Do we
want to be a weak nation no matter what nation in the
world is victorious? No. We do not want to fear any nation
or combination of nations in the world. We must be strong
in every way. Just think for a minute of our coast line. Just
think of our vast boundaries. Think of our huge population
with all the different elements it contains, Think of those
within our gates who are hostile to us and our way of think-
ing and to our freedom of thought and action and of wor-
ship. We need great manpower to guard everything we have.
Everything for which we stand. We cannot afford to take a
chance. We must prepare fully and at once.

I shall support the Fish amendment because under its
provisions I believe that instead of slowing up or preventing
the objectives of this bill it in a very short time will increase
very much the manpower of our country. If I did not believe
so I would not support it. There already is provision in the
bill for enlistment, but I believe the pending amendment will
focus the Nation’s attention on enlistment. I represent the
historic towns of Concord, Lexington, Arlington, Aeton, and
all that great area made famous during the Revolutionary
War. The men of the Sixth Regiment of Massachusetts
were the first to enter the Civil War. Many, many from
Lowell and other towns of my district volunteered and en-
listed during the Spanish-American War and also during the
World War. After all, enlistment was our original way of
doing the thing in this country.

I believe in giving our young men the opportunity to enlist.
I believe they should be encouraged to enlist if they want to.
I wish that the pay in all branches of our service were equal-
ized, that it were more adequate compensation for a man’s
monetary sacrifice in entering the Army.

Mr. Chairman, I want to bring up another point, because
the mothers and fathers of America may have been alarmed
by the speeches that were made on the floor yesterday. I
refer to the conditions they were told that the men will
likely face in the various cantonments and Army posts. I
refer to the health of the soldiers in comparison with the
health of the civil population, and I am going to insert in the
Recorp a letter from Dr. Parran, Surgeon General of the
United States, and some statistics from the Surgeon General
of the Army, which show that the health of our men in the
Army and Navy is infinitely superior and infinitely better pro-
tected than is the health of those in civilian occupations.

[Applause.]
UniTep STATES PUuBLic HEALTH SERVICE,
Washington, September 5, 1940.
The Honorable EpiTH NoURSE ROGERS,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mrs. Rogers: In response to your request for a statement
concerning the general health of the civilian population as com-
pared with that of troops in camp, I would say:

We cannot truthfully compare the general health of the civilian
population with that of troops in camp, for the reason that sol-
diers are picked groups of physically fit young men, while the
civilian population covers all ages, both sexes, and all degrees of
physical fitness. However, the general health conditions under
which enlisted men live compare favorably with those afforded the
civillan population and are, in fact, better than those experienced
by a large proportion of the general population. Enlisted men are
immediately given preventive inoculations against smallpox and
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typhoid fever. Strict control of the venereal diseases among the
troops is maintained. In addition, the nutrition, environmental
sanitation, and the medical and hospital services provided for the
troops are more comprehensive and better than that available to a
large proportion of the civilian population.

Since your second question concerning the encampment of
troops in tents during the winter months is a problem of the
United States Army, I have referred your request to the office of the
Burgeon General of the Army.

Sincerely yours,
THOMAS PARRAN,
Surgeon General.

Colonel Meehan, of the Surgeon General’s office in the War
Department, advises:
Comparing the death-rate figures of the Metropolitan Life In-

surance Co. (industrial department) with the death-rate figures
in the United States Army, the following is shown:

Civilian males between the ages of 20 to 64 for the period

1911-35, the death rate was._ it S 18. 54
Death rate in Army for same period (Same 8ges)———.—.______ 6. 66
Death rate for period 1931-35:

Civilians __ 12.35
For the Army 4. 80

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I am for the
pending amendment and also for the amendment to the
amendment. No gentleman in this Chamber has a higher
place in my regard than the author of this bill, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. WapsworTH]1, who, of course, is opposed
to the pending amendment. I recognize, too, that the author
of the amendment, another gentleman from New York [Mr.
Fisul, is a man well versed in military affairs, as well as those
who offered amendments to the Fish amendment. I talked
this same matter over with the junior Senator from Arizona,
who offered the amendment in the other body. That amend-
ment in the Senate lacked only two votes of carrying.

Mr. Chairman, I recognize the junior Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HAYpEN] as a man of great authority in regard to mili-
tary affairs and a man who is not surpassed by anyone in his
patriotism and in his desire to give us proper, timely, ade-
quate defense for the country. It is largely because this is
Senator HAYDEN's amendment, and I so respect his judgment,
that I am taking the floor at this moment to support it. He
made an admirable statement on this matter some days before
it came before the Senate. This will be found in his statement
of August 20, appearing in the CowncGressionAL REecorp of
August 28, on page 11124,

Mr. Chairman, I believe the selective principle is the proper
method to be followed in time of war. I also believe that in
these modern days, when only hours separate peace and war,
we have reached such an emergency as will justify use of the
selective principle in peacetime as a basis for training, but I
am also well aware of the great hold upon our people which
the volunteer system has. As has already been expressed
here, we ought by this amendment to make this concession to
the volunteer idea which is in the minds of our people. For
this reason I am for the pending amendment.

Mr. LEAVY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. I yield to the gentleman from
Washington.

Mr. LEAVY. May I say to the gentleman that I have
given a great deal of thought and study to this matter and
am still open-minded on the bill. It is with great reluctance
that I even think of voting for conscription in peacetime,
but I recognize the existence of a great emergency. The
amendment, with the amendment to the amendment added
as a safeguard, it seems to me only strengthens the bill
rather than weakens it. To me, it would be far easier to
support this bill if it had this amendment added to it.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. I believe that the gentleman
is exactly right.

It is quite true that the voluntary system results in a heavier
burden falling upon certain States and sections of our country
than upon other States and sections. It is true that certain
sections of our population, perhaps more patriotic than other
sections, enlist in greater proportions, thus carrying the heavy
end of the burden. But I think the people who thus carry
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the heavier part of this burden take pride in doing so, and
possibly resent the idea of a draft. I notice that Arizona
ranks quite high in the matter of voluntary enlistments., I
recall that the men of Arizona flocked to the standard of
Theodore Roosevelt when they remembered the Maine and
formed the Rough Rider contingent to fight in Cuba. Three
companies of Rough Riders were organized in Arizona, and
one of the dashing leaders was Bucky O'Neill, who lost his
life in the charge up San Juan Hill. In that undertaking
Arizona was far over her quota, if such a thing had been
known then.

I think we ought to leave the way clear for enlistments,
even along with conscription. I doubt whether enlistment
has been given a fair trial, and although the dual system has
been provided for in this measure, the bill without the amend-
ment before us emphasizes conscription and minimizes the
voluntary-enlistment door to our armed forces. If this hill
becomes law without the pending amendment, the Army might
not encourage voluntary enlistment and would make the act
almost completely one of conscription.

It is complained that valuable time will be lost if this
amendment should be adopted, and time is of the essence. I
cannot see that time will be lost. We propose to register
men between certain ages, and then we propose to select by
lot the required number of men taken from the total number
of men between certain ages. It will take about 60 days to do
the work of registration and to get ready to draw numbers by
lot, and if meanwhile we have only half, or 25 percent by
voluntary enlistment, the numbers can be selected by lot at
about the same time as they could be selected under this bill
without the amendment. The difference would be that by
this amendment we would have given the traditional Ameri-
can voluntary-enlistment plan a chance to work, and I be-
lieve that the psychological effect on our people would be
good.

Some say that we must immediately draft, or at least pre-
pare to draft, millions of men just to show European dicta-
tors that we have them. Well, the registration alone will do
that. The actual number of men taken into service for train-
ing must necessarily be limited by the equipment which we
have. Since we have to build up that equipment, we must
not call the men until we have the right amount of equipment
needed. Another point to note is that this is an authoriza-
tion bill which authorizes the President to call these men at
his discretion as the emergency warrants, merely placing an
upper limit on the number called.

All of us stand for total adequate preparedness. We have
voted astronomical sums of money to build war machines, I
believe the ‘engineering genius of America can oufbuild the
whole world, if we have to do so, both in quality and in quan-
tity. When we voted those appropriations, we knew that
men would be needed and must be trained. But the two pro-
grams must go along together, and I believe that in starfing
off this new and enlarged phase of national preparedness we
do well to give voluntary enlistment its fair trial. Especially
when we can do so without loss of time and without hazard.
Therefore I shall vote for this amendment. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr, MortTl.

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, as careful a study as I have
been able to give to this bill—and that study has been careful
and long and painstaking—has persuaded me that I must sup-
port the Burke-Wadsworth bill, because that study has con-
vinced me beyond any question of doubt that the security of
the United States requires it. Therefore, I intend to vote for
the hill whether or not the Fish amendment is adopted.
[Applause.]

I sincerely hope, however, that the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisal may prevail. That
amendment provides that immediately upon the enactment of
the bill the President by proclamation shall call for 400,000
volunteers for an enlistment of 1 year. That is equivalent to
the quota which this bill proposes to raise under the draft by
January 1, 1941, The machinery of the draft is not suspended
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by this amendment. The registration, the classification, and
the selection continues to go right along. The amendment
simply provides that if within 60 days from the passage of the
bill 400,000 volunteers have responded, then as to that quota
the draft will not apply. If, on the other hand, the quota
should be only partially filled by enlistment, then the draft
shall apply as to the remainder of it. In the first place,
I am convinced the amendment can do no possible harm to
the bill and that it will not cause any delay whatever in
securing the number of men we need. The amendment seems
to me to be entirely fair and just and equitable. I am con-
vinced, moreover, of a further and a more important thing,
and that is that if this amendment is adopted it will remove
entirely nearly all of the objection that has been offered to
the Burke-Wadsworth bill.

It is conceded by all that no one wants conscription in
peacetime unless conscription is necessary. The distin-
guished author of this bill in the House stated on the floor on
yesterday that unless he had been satisfied that compulsory
military training and service was necessary at this time for
the defense of the Nation he would not have proposed it. In
that I think all of us must concur. We support the bill be-
cause we think a sufficient Army cannot be recruited without
it, and for no other reason.

Now, what is the objection to the bill on the part of those
who oppose it? The objection or the opposition to it is the
claim that it is not necessary. Why? Because, say the
opporents of the bill, we are able by voluntary enlistment to
raise an Army as large as the War Department has said we
require in this emergency and therefore we do not need the
draft.

Now, since that is the principal argument that has been
made against the bill, let us meet it by presenting the hill to
the country with this amendment attached to it and let us
see whether within 60 days we can recruit by enlistment the
same number which will be called for by this bill 60 days from
the date of its passage. If within 60 days we cannot do it,
then the machinery of the draft, which will be already in
operation under this bill, notwithstanding the amendment,
will proceed to reach out and get the men we require. That
is a fair proposition. It will not delay the draft one single
day, in event the guota is not reached through voluntary en-
listment, because it is not contemplated by this bill to bring in
the first quota under the draft until after the expiration of
60 days from the date of its passage. The amendment is not
cnly good for the bill, it is good for the country also, because
it will create a feeling of good will and cooperation that we
cannot obtain in any other way. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California [Mr. GEYER]. 3

Mr, GEYER of California. Mr. Chairman, my purpose in
rising at this time is not particularly to discuss the pending
amendment but to inform the Members that at the proper
time I expect to offer an amendment to this bill. My amend-
ment will be a very simple one. Probably you have already
guessed the nature of it. It will have to do with the voting
rights of those people who come from States where the poll
tax is a prerequisite to voting., As you know, there are eight
such States. It seems to me that the least we can do for
the boys who come from the South—and it seems to me that
the South is proud of the fact, and well they may be, that
they have so many men enlisting—is to give them a democ-
racy for which they can fight. I will say more on that later.

We are going to have something said about the constitu-
tionality of this proposal. Far be it from me to argue the
constitutionality of it, not being a lawyer. However, we have
in the hearings, which unfortunately have not yet been
printed, very expert testimony as to its constitutionality. May
I say right here—and I wish the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WaLTER] and the chairman of the Committee of the
Judiciary, that very able gentleman from Texas [Mr. Sum-
nErs], would listen to these next statements—on the 17th
day of May the hearings were completed on the Geyer anti-
poll-tax bill, but up to the present time they have not been
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ordered to be printed. They were ordered to be printed once,
but on the next day, according to the Printing Office, they
were recalled.

Mr. WALTER rose.

Mr. GEYER of California. I hope the gentleman will tell
us why he has not crdered these hearings printed.

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr, ALEXANDER].

Mr. ALEXANDER., Mr. Chairman, the statement has been
made this afternoon on several occasions that what the peo-
ple of the United States want is action. I agree with that
statement. What they want is action, and they want pre-
paredness, but as I pointed out in my remarks day before yes-
terday, they want action of a wise and a justified nature, and
a preparedness program which will give us preparedness.

Let us do a little analyzing as we consider the particular
point which is being debated at this time. Manifestly, if
we are going to get action, and be prepared, it is for some
particular eventuality. This eventuality, I assume, is the
possibility of meeting an enemy at war, or of preventing one
from taking advantage of us. Whether this enemy forces
war on us in a military way or takes advantage of us in an
economic way—and in either event it is war—I do not believe
this particular conscription bill is aimed at preparing us for
meeting that challenge, either in a military way or an eco-
nomic way.

For instance, if the enemy which most of you are thinking
about comes to our shores with their troops, with their navy
such as they have, which is not much, and with their air
force, which we have to admit is pretty good, how are we
going to meet them and what are we going to meet them
with? Are we not going to meet them first with our Navy,
and next with an air force and with antiaircraft guns and
with a mobile, fully mechanized, small but very active force
of men? How under the sun is this conscription bill, bring-
ing in millions of men, going to solve this problem which we
are going to be faced with? Or if the enemy says, “We are
going to meet you on the business field in an economic war,”
and we are told, “Well, that means that the price of rubber or
the price of tin is going up, and we just cannot stand to pay
more for our automobiles or our tin cans or what have you,”
then in answer to that I submit that we could pay a lot more
for a lot of automobiles and a lot of tin cans and still be a
lot better off than we would be to conscript an army of several
millions and to go into a war which is being proposed by the
proponents of this bill with all of the tremendous loss of not
only dollars and materials but also of lives and health, and
even of democracy itself. What would you rather do, pay
for a war-or pay more for rubber and tin?

Now, the charge has been made that a conclave com-
posed of Hitler, Stalin, and Mussolini would be in favor of
the Fish amendment which proposes to postpone and limit
the workings of this draft bill. Well, I do not know as to
that, but I am mighty sure that they would vote unani-
mously in favor of this conscription bill for two reasons:
First, because it is right up their alley and puts the world’s
last free people alongside them in the dictatorship class with
a peacetime conscript army, thus admitting that their own
program has been right; and secondly, this bill, if enacted
- into law, will give us everything else but preparedness of the
right sort, and they know it, after viewing Poland and France.
Sure, Hitler, Stalin, and company would chuckle in glee if we
are weak-minded enough to pass any such bill as proposed,
thus wasting our time, our resources, and our opportunity for
real preparedness and the preparation of an up-to-date mili-
tary force suitable for the needs of this year and those
to come. [Applause.]

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Chairman, I am voting for this bill as it
is. I am voting against all amendments. [Applause.]

If we want to send an encouraging word across the water
to a legislative body which adjourned a few hours ago on
account of an air raid—men who speak our language, men of
our religion, men who could understand us, people with whom
we would be at home in their homes tonight—if we want to
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give them a word of encouragement, we will pass this bill
without further delay and without amendment. [Applause.]

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PIERCE. No.

It is wrong to attempt to kill this bill by this method. It is
a crime to play politics with a matter so serious. If we
actually are imperiled, let us act. If not, cancel the arma-
ments. I am not a military man, but during the World War
I served on the Appeals Board in Oregon, and during those
months of hard work I passed on many appeals coming up
from the local boards, and I classed and reclassified many
men. I became acquainted with selective service and I became
convinced that it was the only way to secure an army or to
give all an equal chance either in peace or in wartime.

We cannot delay preparation until war comes because war
comes out of the clouds suddenly and we might have no chance
to prepare. Unpreparedness would be a hazard to every par-
ticipant.

Very reluctantly, and with a heavy heart, I came fo the con-
clusion some weeks ago that it would be my duty to vote for a
bill providing for selective-service training. I arrived at this
decision after careful consideration of all factors involved,
fully realizing that this is the most important bill which has
been before the Congress since I became a Member of it almost
8 years ago.

The menace of Hitlerism today and tomorrow; the uncer-
tainties of our national welfare under unpreparedness; the
general agreement that we shall spend billions for mechanized
defense; the futility of acquiring such armament without
trained men to operate it and others trained to service
them—these considerations influenced my decision.

I took my stand in the firm belief that such preparation
would be our best insurance against attack and against in-
volvement in the European debacle. I cannot believe this
means war; I can only hope it may mean peace for us—an
armed neutrality, with confidence in our prowess and a stern
warning to possible aggressors.

Now that the Senate has finished its prolonged debate and
passed a bill embodying its ideas and best judgment and the
Nation has spoken by letter and through the press, we in the
House have before us for guidance all the facts and all the
opinions which a legislative body in a democracy could desire.
The House committee has improved upon the Senate bill by
using wider spread age limits and lifting part of the burden
from the shoulders of youth. All men in their prime who are
physically fit and considered eligible for service without sac-
rifice of dependents and social welfare should be among those
millions from which the small percentage will be chosen for
service. The training will be valuable in developing the physi-
cal body as well as other capacities, and the time will not
be lost.

SERVICE OF YOUTH SHOULD RECEIVE EDUCATIONAL CREDITS

I am well aware of the fact that many young men will find
education interrupted by a year of service, as that happened
in the World War. I was the author of the Oregon soldiers’
education bill which provided that those who had served in
the World War might have 4 years’ training in educational
institutions in the State of Oregon, and be paid $25 a month
for 8 months of the year, or a total of $800 for each returning
veteran. Oregon spent about $3,000,000 in educating and
training its ex-service men. I have always taken great pride
in the fact that this was the first such recognition of the
services of the men who had gone into the World War, and I
know it was of immense help to hundreds of boys who tock
advantage of it. I place high value on formal education, but
realize that other things may be more important when our
institutions are in jeopardy.

On the Tth of August, I wrote to the House Military Affairs
Committee, as follows:

I am convinced that we must take measures toward selective
service training. I think, however, that it should be so arranged
that those young men who are called upon to sacrifice a year of
college life, during which they might prepare for professions,
should be given college credits for work which may properly be
accredited.

After the World War, I prepared and got through the Oregon
Legislature the soldiers’ education bill which provided college educa=
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tion for returned soldiers. This has always interested me, and I
now write to ask that your committee investigate to see whether
it will not be possible to work out some system of credits which
would be accepted by colleges for certain types of work, especially
for technical work which will be required in the service. All land-
grant colleges, and some others, now allow credits for military
training, so my proposal will be merely an extension of credits
for technical training under Government auspices.

It is my understanding that we are preparing for compulsory
military training, and not just for compulsory military service.
I hope this will be made clear.

T also wrote to the American Council on Education, urging
that they cooperate with the universities to bring about the
granting of credits. I am assured by them that this plan
is being worked out. It is my opinion that credit will be
given to the young men for the year they spend in military
training.

UNIVERSAL SERVICE OUR WATCHWORD

College students are among the privileged groups, and many
young men are not there included because of pressure for
self-support and earnings needed for parents and family.
These also will have the special consideration of the boards
of honorable and patriotic citizens chosen by the States to
make selections. I do not regard the question of amount of
wage payment as of paramount importance if all share in
making sacrifices for the protection of our freedom. I stated
my position on this in my speech on the floor on July 25,
from which I quote a pertinent paragraph:

There are four groups of citizens who will first be called upon to
sacrifice personal interests in support of the national-defense
program. Their response will reveal to the world, as well as to our
own citizens, our strength and our weaknesses. If any one of
these groups begins by demanding exemption from the responsi-
bilities which citizens face in a national emergency our democracy
will indeed be imperiled. It is cbvious that these groups are our
industry, labor, taxpayers, and young men citizens. If industry
should demand cash on the barrel head before undertaking manu-
facture of airplanes and defense weapons; if labor, which has been
stabilized by legislative enactments of the past 8 years, should
hesitate to perform its part without increased financial assurances;
if taxpayers should revolt against the necessary sharing of income;
and if youth should be found unwilling to dedicate to Government
a year of service we shall face a tragic era. Our country, also,
would be left exposed to attack by those who are capable of united
effort. I am confident that those who belong to each group so
prize the privileges of our democracy that they will be found united
against the sabotage of unwillingness to serve.

Since that paragraph was written, the Senate, and the
House committee as well, have provided amendments for the
drafting of recalcitrant industry, if it should be found
demanding excessive profits before participating in the de-
fense program. Indeed, most of us are agreed that the profit
motive shall be entirely eliminated from consideration in
relation to all factors I have cited—industry, taxpayers,
labor, and military or technical service. Certainly all the
fortunate Government employees, including Congressmen,
should contribute fully both money and services. I shall
support amendments conscripting industry, wealth, and all
necessary resources needed to supplement and operate equip~
ment and to sustain our manhood as it is mobilized for our
protection. Certainly all classes and groups must yield to
our necessities. This is a clear-cut issue which we must face
with determination and emphasis, believing that universal
service includes industry and all the rest of us.

Nowhere has the point of view which I strongly endorse
been expressed more clearly than in a letter just received
from the Railway Labor Executives’ Association. I quote:

The men represented by our association throughout the land
will not decline to perform their sacred duty to protect the greatest
nation in the world. However, we refuse to accept any type of
political or economic philosophy which invests wealth and in-
dustry with an element of sacredness which is denied the cream
of our Nation's manhood. Any discriminatory favoritism for
industry as contrasted with labor is but an inducement to the
depreciation of the high morale which maintains on the part of
labor to do its part with the greatest loyalty. We therefore re-
spectfully urge that the provisions as set forth in section 11 of

Senate bill 4164, August 30, 1940, be incorporated in such legisla«
tion as the House of Representatives is now considering.

LET US ACCEPT OUR RESPONSIBILITY

Full well am I aware of the fact that the vote on this
pending bill carries great political significance. Many Mem-
bers facing elections on the 5th of November of this year
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will find that it will cost them more votes than any other
bill before them during their congressional careers. It will
more seriously affect those who vote for the bill than those
who vote against it. The voters opposed to the bill will not
forget, but will be sure to vote against the man who favors
it, while many of those who really believe the bill should
pass will, on election day, weigh the merits of the candidate
by some other scale. Nevertheless, I regard it my duty to
vote for the bill. It is a matter of conscience. I would
always feel as guilty as a draft evader if I should side-step
this issue. The bill is not exactly as I would have it, but
here we learn to make our fight and take the very best we
can get under the rule of acceptance of majority opinion.

We citizens of America have a magnificent heritage. Ours
is a government founded on ideals strange to the Old
World. Under our Constitution and our laws we enjoy the
rights of trial by jury, of free speech, of free press, freedom
of assembly, and the inestimable privilege of choosing our
own manner of religious observances. The 130,000,000 people
living beneath the stars and stripes have the hest govern-
ment ever devised and worked out by man.

We who represent the people in this legislative assembly
can now, in this emergency, turn for guidance only to our
own judgments. We cannot yield to pressure groups, know-
ing full well that the silent majority is trusting us to do
what appears to us best for the country. This is the essence
of representative government.

VOLUNTEER OR SELECTIVE SERVICE?

I have had no military training myself and know nothing
of war from experience. I do not come from a military family,
but from those who have been civilians since the Revolution.
My only son was a volunteer in the World War and saw service
both in France and Italy, coming home safe and sound after
2 years of absence. I have 9 grandsons, one now old enough
for service, and others appreaching maturity.

My service on the Appeals Board convinced me that the
only democratic and equitable method of securing defenders
was through the operation of a selective service plan, Many
people believe that the volunteer system is the proper one;
that it is the only fair way to secure brave, intelligent de-
fenders of our country. I appreciate the fact that the volun-
teer in military service is unquestionably the better soldier at
the start, at least. I am, however, firmly convinced that,
while the volunteer system in emergency takes the bravest and
the best, the strongest and the ablest, there are countless
others just as fortunate in enjoying the great inheritance of
this country, and just as capable of defending it, who stand
back and let the more patriotic volunteer make the sacrifice
for their advantage. The volunteer system places under sus-
picion all who do not immediately enlist and under compul-
sion those whose honor is most sensitive. Each should have
an equal interest in doing his part in defense of the country
under which his liberties are guaranteed in times of peace.
During my service on the Appeals Board I discovered that
some men and families make all sorts of excuses and resort to
all kinds of subterfuges to keep some greedy, timid, or lazy
and worthless renegade from doing his part. The man who
has not enough character and gumption to join the ranks and
fight, if necessary, to defend America is not worthy to enjoy
the advantages of American institutions.

WHY WE ARM

Opponents of this bill decry “compulsory service in time of
peace.” Its proponents believe it necessary to preserve the
peace and to preserve this Government. There would be no
excuse for this bill if we were certain that there would be no
interference with our national affairs. Any informed person
must by this time understand that our country is in danger,
as it faces a world controlled almost wholly by those who
uphold the totalitarian theory which denies that government
shall rest upon the consent of the governed. I have analyzed
in my speech of July 25 on this floor the philosophy and the
advance of Hitlerism which has destroyed European democ-
racies in quick succession, having gained its tremendous power
during the short period of two Presidential terms in our coun-
try. News of the daily life in the countries which are now
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ruled by Germany is very meager, but we know that those
people who have been surrendered to Hitler have no liberties,
and that the strong, able leaders are being removed and
“liquidated.” Without mechanized armies they are unable to
shake off their shackles and must submit to the most cruel
and inhuman government the world has ever known,

Will England survive? This is the question which we ask
each other every day. If that great nation should break, what,
then, would be the plight of our country, without trained men
to man our battlements, now transformed into mechanized
equipment? If Hitler wins the final round which is now being
fought, our country also must face the certainty of the assaults
of totalitarian economy and totalitarian ideals. I do not
expect an actual invasion, but I do expect that we must be
prepared to encounter a coalition of the totalitarian nations—
Germany, Italy, Japan, and possibly Russia.

I believe that our entrance into the World War freed us
from the results of a German peace. I also believe that our
preparation to meet any possible attack may now free us from
foreign assault.

DEMOCRACY ACCEPTS SACRIFICE

Certainly our only hope of preserving our privileges under
a free government rests in the willingness of all our people
to unite in giving to the defense program all that each can
offer, American ideals have been wrought out on the anvils
of bitter conflict. We may have the wisdom and foresight to
retain our independence and our privileges without fighting
battles. We know we cannot maintain them if we are meekly
submissive, weak, and defenseless. Our colleague from Illi-
nois expressed it concisely yesterday when he said that it was
better to train without fighting than to risk fighting without
training. If we should be forced to fight in an extreme
emergency, we must not throw into the front lines, unpre-
pared, the finest flower of our youth. We must prepare a
cross section from all those who are enjoying the privileges
of American citizens—the greatest privileges enjoyed today
by any people on the face of this earth.

I resent the propaganda which declares that we cannot
preserve democracy in the world by abandoning democracy
in the United States. Just how would these misguided citi-
zens prepare democracy to fight for its own preservation?
Do they expect an unorganized mob to face the onslaughts of
the most highly trained and mechanized army the world has
ever known? I hold that it is not inconsistent for democracy
to accept discipline and leadership.

Our democracy is not an undisciplined, headless mob milling
around and rushing hither and yon. It is a disciplined, de-
voted citizenship with orderly procedures, meeting events as
they arise. Our men and women willingly face their respon-
sibilities. They are not craven, nor rebellicus. They know
our country and our Government have not attained perfec-
tion, but they also believe that we are going forward in the
hope of reaching our goal. Any action is consistent with
democracy if arrived at through democratic processes,

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. KEEFE, Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to follow the
distinguished gentleman from Oregon, whom I value as a
friend and whose advice, as one of the elder mien of this body,
I frequently like to ask. I would like to take him back, how-
ever, in the counsels of his own party, back to 1900, if you
please, and listen to what the men of his party had to say in
broad principles that are as true today as they were then:

We oppose militarism—

These were Democrats speaking in convention assembled at
St. Louis as they wrote their platform—

‘We oppose militarism. It means conquest abroad and intimida-
tion and oppression at home. It means the strong arm which has
ever been fatal to free institutions. It is what millions of our
citizens have fled from in Europe. It will impose upon our peace-
loving people a large standing army and unnecessary burden of
taxation and will be a constant nrenace to their liberties. A small
standing army and a well disciplined State militia are amply suffi-
cient in time of peace. This Republic has no place for a vast mili-
tary service and conscription.

e}n nélme of danger the volunteer soldier is his country's best
defender,
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Now, I ask the gentleman——

Mr. PIERCE. .Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, KEEFE. I yield.

Mr, PIERCE. That was 40 years ago before mechanized
war came into existence.

Mr. KEEFE. Well, the principles are the same today.

Mr. PIERCE. No, they are not, brother.

Mr. KEEFE. The principles are the same today as they
were then. The gentleman believes in the voluntary system?

Mr. PIERCE. The whole system has changed.

Mr, KEEFE. Oh, how you have changed your philosophy.

PRESENT FUN AND FUTURE FOLLY

Mr. SMITH of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I do not have an
open mind where the safety of my country is concerned.

I do have, however, a sense of wonder at times as to what
kind of cccasion we are celebrating here today.

WONDER WHETHER THIS IS A PICNIC

Some eminent gentlemen implant in my mind by their
example the notion that we are engaged in a Sunday-school
picnic, where we can play ring-around-a-rosy, alternate
with mumble-the-peg, drink soda pop, and then taper off for
the gloaming by playing kissing games with the girls. A new
Member may be forgiven wonder at seeing sedate seniority
presume upon the acknowledged fact that we in America have
the highest political principles in the world. We have the
best religion in the world. We have the best aggregation of
races in the world. What are such high principles and privi-
leges good for save to rely upon for our safety? That is the
moral mood befitting a Sunday-school pienie.

Maybe this is a Sunday-school picnic in which we are en-
gaged. Maybe our high moral, religious, and political prin-
ciples just naturally implement themselves and so constitute
all we need for national safety.

If that is the kind of occasion this is, then I for one am in
favor of the amendment proposed by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Scuarer], that we depend upon voluntary
contributions of money to help finance the military enterprise
at which some quaint Members like to think they are playing.
Let voluntary money support voluntary men, and everybody
do what he pleases when he pleases; that is the way to run a
picnic all right.

Is this a picnic?

WONDER WHETHER THIS IS A POLITICAL RALLY

Or is this, perchance, a political rally, as other exemplars
tempt me to suspect? Are the battles that now and then
we hear mentioned but episodes in a merry war of words?
I wonder whether that is the nature of the occasion which
we pass in debate today. Remembering that this is Septem-
ber 5 and that the 60-day delay of the amendment proposed
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisal would just over-
pass the national election, I cannot but marvel at “the long
arm of coincidence” which I seem to see enshrouding many an
electoral fear. [Applause.]

If this be but a political rally, then let us lose no cpportu-
nity to wave the Stars and Stripes, to call each other traitors
in all good clean fun, and to join in fine fellowship tonight
when each can celebrate the aching void left by this collective
spilling of all our laryngeal liquidity. That is all fitting and
proper if this be g political rally. Is it so?

ANOTHER WONDER: COULD THIS BE WORRY ABOUT WAR?

There are those, however, Mr. Chairman, who think this
day’s debate marks an cccasion of quite another sort than any
such gay good-timing. I am impressed by their earnestness.
Maybe they are right. Even the chilly thought that they
might be right makes a mighty difference. They talk of reli-
gion and invoke upon their earnestness the majestic name of
the Almighty. Let poets help such politicians say well what
they mean. One such poet—Dr. M. Whitcomb Hess, in the
Catholic magazine Spirit—has of late said:

Three ways His fearful followers flee:
One leads to Rome as Caesar's page,

The second to a hermitage,
And the third climbs to Calvary.
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At the solemn thought of such unpleasant alternatives—
not an ounce of jollity in any one of them—all my mood of
picnic good-timing flees away and all my patience is cut
short over grinning politics played with loaded guns.

Now I do not myself profess on this matter of conscription
to know the will of the Almighty, more than you or you. In
private life I am only an ignorant man and philosopher, and
even the gracious lathering we here give one another’s ego
has not yet, alas, elevated me into a seer. Nor can I allege for
your guidance a conscience deeper or purer than yours or
yours. It never seemed to me a virtue to make easy sim-
plicity of lives not my own.

But of my own I am yet the master, and I preseribe for my-
self one simple home-made rule: “To sleep on the floor means
not to fall out of bed.” It is a rule, gentlemen, which seldom
disappoints me and one which now and then furnishes some
gentle surprice. It counsels me, while hoping for the best, to
expect the worst and to be full ready for the worst, even
before it arrives. But a mighty poet has said it better than
can I. So let me take his words to be this day my own:

I to my perils
Of cheat and charmer
Came clad in armour
By stars benign.
Hope lies to mortals
And most believe her,

But man’'s deceiver
Was never mine.

The thoughts of others
Were light and fleeting,
Of lovers' meeting

Or luck or fame.

Mine were of trouble,
And mine were steady,
So I was ready

When trouble came,

—A. E. Housman.

This pessimism I do not try to exact of you, my colleagues,
however much it has seemed to me necessary as protection
against the world. I would not be a kill-joy on a picnic nor a
cynic on a erusade. Others may picnic if they will, even today.
But as for me, I somehow do not like delayed bombs for my
holiday syncopation, nor yet relish my hamburgers broiled in
human blood. Please excuse me, gentlemen; I really do not
feel like picnicking today. And if you will allow me the further
personal liberty, I believe I will pass my furn to applaud even
your highest principles, if you insist on my taking them neat,
naked in their purity and animated only with your own ideal-
istic breath.

A principle without a carrier is today like an unmounted
gun: If it goes off at all it shoots aimlessly. I like even my pa-
triotic principles mounted now on disciplined morale and
pointed with steely eyed determination. Especially I like
them so as a citizen of a Nation now potentially menaced from
all sides: battalions to the west of us, bluffing across the
Pacific; bombs to the east of us, bursting across the Atlantic;
belligerency to the north of us, preoccupied to the death; and
equivocality to the south of us, begging to be bought off with
markets or protective munitions.

If you do not mind, gentlemen, today I think I will not play
any politics, and I will print on my Sunday-school card for the
next lesson that grim observation of a contemporary German
philesopher, Nicolai Hartmann, which being translated runs
thus: The higher the ideal the longer the fall, and the lower
the principle the sterner the stand. Principles without per-
sons to bear their brunt are powerless today; and persons
without principles to guide their hand are pusillanimous for
all their potency. We have, as always, the high principles—
give us now, as in crises before, the men. And give us the
men now, that all our high principles do not utterly perish
from the earth.

I am against the picnicking amendment to the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. ScHAFER].

I am against the political amendment to the bill offered by
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisa].

I am for the conscription bill itself—and for it without
further delay.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

11595

I am against trifling, however distinguished; and I am for
defensive action, however trifled with through these precious
hours. I do not relish petty talk against precious time.

For I would not myself be, nor doom the humblest citizen
to become, that conscientious objector to action whose obit-
uary you have been reading in each morning paper each day
now for these 6 months. He talked against time.

He stood, and heard the steeple
Sprinkle the quarters on the morning town.

One, two, three, four, to market-place and people
It tossed them down.

Strapped, noosed, nighing his hour,
He stood and counted them and cursed his luck;
And then the clock collected in the tower
Its strength—and struck.
—A. E. Housman.

[Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois
DirgsEN] is recognized.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I shall make only a brief
observation regarding the Fish amendment. The preliminary
census figures for 1940 will indicate approximately 132,000,000
people in the United States. It is proposed by the pending
bill to conscript 1,000,000 of those, or, roughly, a little less
than four-fifths of 1 percent. 2

The first paragraph of the bill recites that this is an im-
perative condition; that it is urgent; that in fact a situa-
tion of acute danger confronts the country. The thought
has occurred to me as I tried to anchor my own sentiment
with respect to this whole principle, as to the enormity of
the confession that we would make to our own country, the
enormity of the confession that we make to the whole wide
world, that in an hour of acute danger we cannot procure
four-fifths of 1 percent of the people of this country to come
forward and volunteer to defend the American way. To me,
that is far more tragic than the confession of which the
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. WoobrRum] spoke just a short
while ago.

We have been told that 71 percent of the young men of
the country, according to the allegations of the Gallup poll,
are in favor of some form of compulsory selective military
service. If that be true, what an amazing confession we must
make in this bill—that we cannot by a volunteer system get
1% percent of the young men who have gone on record,
allegedly, in the Gallup poll to stand up and do their duty,
pay their tribute of military devotion to the American way
and to the purposes of democracy. That, to me, in this hour
is truly tragic, and that is the greatest confession we make
to our own country, and it is the most enormous confession
that we make to the whole wide world.

Every Member of this House in the last 2 years has read
of the statements made by the dictators of Europe; how they
have charged that our process is unstable; how they have
charged that the democratic way is inefficient; how they have
charged and declaimed that the democratic process is one of
confusion. Great God! Are we to be the first to prove it for
them? What a tragedy that would be. That is the best
argument I know of for delay and for one more chance at
least for the democratic process. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
StarnEes] is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. STARNES. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this hill is
to raise an army of 1,000,000 men for immediate service and
to build a reserve force of 4,000,000 enlisted men by 1945.
The bill is limifed in its terms to 4 years.

We have come to a peacetime crisis in the history of this
Nation when we must embark for the first time upon a con-
scription or selective-service program for the defense of the
Nation. I do not believe anyone here can seriously challenge
the statement that this is the most critical hour in the peace-
time history of this country. The time has come when we
must bring a proper balance between personnel and maté-
riel if we are to have a well-rounded force for the security of
this Nation, and this bill is for the security of the Nation and
nothing else.

[Mr.
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Those of us who are supporting the bill and who are
vigorously opposing the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Fisg] are as vigorously opposed to in-
volvement in war. We feel that the steps we are taking are
the surest steps we can take to keep the Nation out of war.
Yes, this is a critical hour, and it is a commentary upon
present conditions when we must embark upon such a pro-
gram. It was a remarkable statement that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr, DIrKSEN] made a moment ago and it proves
the point: The young men who must fight, if we are to fight,
want this bill. Eighty-five to ninety percent of the American
people probably want this bill. I think they are ahead of the
Congress in demanding security. [Applause.]

This is a fair and an equitable way, and a just way to raise
1,000,000 men. No nation, including our own, has ever raised
an army of 1,000,000 men by the volunteer system, and I
dislike very much to hear earnest and sincere men rise on
the floor of this House and say that this is not the American
or the democratic way to raise an army. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Gross] is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the facts are that our
national-defense program does not depend upon the passage
of the Burke-Wadsworth bill.

Not many Members of this House have 5 sons and daugh-
ters of draft age, but I have. You ask, What about the
daughters? I answer that it is the women who weep when
there is war.

Secretary Knox stated before the Military Affairs Com-
mittee a week ago that we did not need this draft. That
the Navy has a waiting list of 8,100 volunteers and that the
Army quotas to date have been filled.

I have listened to these men from the South today state
that many more people from the South had enlisted than
from the North. There is a very sound reason for that, and
it is to be found in the administration’s agricultural pro-
gram, Last fall I sailed to Panama on a transport with
1,000 enlisted men mostly from the South. I addressed
them on the boat and talked with many of them. And they
gave their reason for enlistment like this:

We raised cotton until the price went down and the Government
fixed quotas. Then we went into tobacco, then the Government cut
out quotas till we could not live. Dad could not keep us and we
f\?—m? find no work, so the only thing we could do was to join the

my.

So it was not love for country but want of bread that put
them in the Army. A good price for cotton or tcbacco would
have kept them home. Had there been a call for volunteers
to defend our liberties there would be a different story.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Reep] is recognized for 212 minutes.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Chairman, I deplore the
fact that it seems necessary in what so many men call a
crisis to limit a man to 2% minutes.

I think the proposal in this bill to conscript the youth of
this country in time of peace is almost an open slander in
view of the history of volunteering in this country. There
is not a man on this floor who does not know that if the
President were to call for volunteers, the War Department
could not take care of the number of men who would rally
to the call. It has never been tried. In justice to the young
men of this country whose patriotism has never been found
wanting in any contest from the beginning of the history of
this country to the present day, the volunteer system should
be given a chance that they might respond, that they might
keep their record clear.

Another thing, this proposed peacetime conscription is
not according to the Anglo-Saxon method. For the first
time we are departing from it, we are going over to the sys-
tem of Europe. It is not necessary, and I ask unanimous
consent to insert in the ReEcorp the three definitions of mili-
tarism given by Woodrow Wilson in order that this House
may understand what he thought of militarism in this
country.
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WHAT IS MILITARISM

President Wilson defined militarism as a monster whose
essence is size, at another time as a monster whose essence
is form, at still another time as a monster whose essence is
purpose. Quotations:

Militarism consists in this, gentlemen: It consists in preparing
a great machine whose only use is for war. (Speech at New York,
January 27, 19186.)

It is inconsistent with the traditions of the country that their
(the people’s) knowledge of arms should be used by a governmental
organization which would make and organize a great army subject
to orders to do what a particular group of men might at the time
think it best for it to do. That is the militarism of Europe, where
a few persons can determine what an armed nation is to do. That
is what I understand militarism to be. (Statement to Committee
from American Union Against Militarism, White House, May 9,
1916.)

Militarism does not consist in the existence of an army, nor even
in the existence of a very great army. Militarism is a spirit. It is
a point of view. It is a system. It is a purpose. The purpose
of militarism is to use armies for aggression. (Speech at West
Point, June 13, 1916.)

Have those in authority who demand conscription given
an answer to these questions?

What are we planning to defend and against whom?

Are we to defend the East Indies to insure access to stra-
tegic raw material—rubber and tin?

Is the defense plan to be such as to be capable of defend-
ing the Philippines, even though the United States is legally
committed to withdraw from the islands in 19467

Is it to be a defense plan broad enough to defend the
Roosevelt philosophy described as “a way of life not for
America alone but for all mankind”?

Just what area of the globe does the proposed defense
program comprehend?

Is the defense program to be organized on the theory that
our frontier is in Portugal or on the English Channel?

What theory of land defense does the General Staff intend
to rely upon?

Is it the intention to use highly armored corps, consisting of
tanks and mechanized troops, as the principal striking forces?

Or is it to be a compromise force, largely infantry, supple-
mented by mechanized divisions?

Has any plan of national defense been formulated which
requires that all men between the ages of 18 and 35 shall be
conscripted for 12 months’ training?

Assume that such a program has been worked out, will 12
months’ training prepare these millions of men for the type
of service now required in a mechanized army?

Has the necessity for the immediate conscription of 400,-
000 men been shown, and if so, by whom?

Should such a system be inaugurated in peacetimes unless
the necessity for it is definitely established?

Does the defense plan, if there be one, require that em-
phasis be placed on technical mechanical training, or just
general camp drill for 12 months?

Will the conscription of men between the ages of 18 and
35 for 12 months meet the problem which the airplane, the
armored car, the trucks, and the tanks, each requiring me-
chanical skill to operate, presents?

If mechanized units and mechanical skill are to be major
factors in our national defense, will it not mean fewer but
more highly trained men at the front, using new material,
and more skilled workmen at home manufacturing it?

Has it been determined just what length of time a man
should be trained to prepare him for the type of military
service required?

If the conscription bill is enacted into permanent law is it
not fair to assume that it will lead to more intense regimen-
tation of industry, labor, and business?

Does not this proposed conscription legislation raise the
question as to the extent individual freedom in peacetime
will have to be sacrificed?

Will not this enormous power given to the President to
mobilize almost the entire manpower of the Nation supply
more men than the Army is prepared to train at this time
for the type of mechanized defense now required?
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Unless the necessity for such a drastic draft of men in peace-
times is fully established, should freedom from compulsory
military service traditionally associated with our Government,
be sacrificed?

Is conscription to be supplemented by the President’s pro-
posal for “universal Government service for every boy—and
perhaps every girl—regardless of class or station in life” under
the leadership of Sidney Hillman?

Is the necessity for conscription sufficient to warrant taking
the boys and girls out of our schools and colleges and thus
wrecking our educational system?

Viewed from every angle is not the proposed conscription,
mobilization, and regimentation program in peacetimes in
essence and in fact totalitarianism?

Woodrow Wilson in 1912 cautioned his countrymen that—

The history of liberty is a history of the limitation of governmen=-
tal power, not the increase of it., When we resist, therefore, the
concentration of power, we are resisting the processes of death, be-

cause concentration of power is what always precedes the destruction
of human liberties.

I shall vote for this amendment to give the boys a chance
under the volunteer system, but I shall vote against this bill
whether the amendment is adopted or not. I am not going
to adopt at this time, in peacetime, any dictatorial system of
Europe. We should approach this problem in the Anglo-
Saxon way. You cannot do it by stirring up all the psycholog-
ical and war hysteria that we have here. The thing to do is
for sound men to think this thing through and think it
through straight, produce the materials for the men to use,
and may I say to you who are talking about men from the
South volunteering for foot service that when the time comes,
if it does come, when we need to defend this Nation, it is going
to be done with a mechanized force, and we shall have trained
men. We have mechanically trained men now in New York
State, Pennsylvania, New England, and the industrial North,
but you have not the mechanically trained men in the South
to put into the Army. [Applause.l

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Chairman, we have heard consider-
able discussion here this afternoon with reference to what
Stalin, Mussolini, and Hitler may think about what we are
about to do in this Congress. We have also heard a great deal
said here today that a vote this way, or that way, on this
measure will empty many seats in this Chamber. With ref-
erence to such statements or arguments, I have this to say:
That it is no concern of mine what Stalin, Mussolini, and
Hitler think about what we do, or do not do. As to emptying
seats by votes it is a matter of comparatively little moment
what happens to any of us politically, and what the result of
our vote does to us politically. Such affects us only as in-
dividuals. Our places would be filled at on¢e and the country
would carry on just the same, but it is of great moment what
we do here today, tomorrow, and the next day, or as long as
this bill is before Congress for action. To me my country
comes first and last. Mr. Chairman, I am for preparing this
country for defense, but when I say defense, I mean defense.
I am not in favor of raising an army to go to Europe by any
front or back door. The streamlined method today of de-
claring war is just go out and start to fight. I have pledged
myself to my people that I will never vote to send our young
men to fight in Europe’s wars. I will keep that pledge.

An increase in our Army may be necessary on account of
what may happen in the Western Hemisphere. Personally
I am opposed to militarism. The carrying of guns and the
clanking of swords create a war psychology. Generally speak-
ing, nations with large armies are usually at war. They
naturally become aggressively militaristic. Such as this re-
minds me of the days in Montana when I first went there.
It was not uncommon to see fellows go up and down the street
and road with guns strapped on their sides. I noticed those
fellows were usually in trouble. The people who did not carry
guns got along. What we need today, if we are threatened
by '‘Germany, and undoubtedly it is this Nation we are pre-
paring against, is young men to go to work for the Government,
and become mechanics and pilots to handle and use machinery
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and war equipment such as Germany is today using. Before
her mechanized forces the gallant and matchless Army of
France fled in terror. We must be prepared to meet such a
condition with machinery and equipment and that is why we
are voting these huge appropriations for tanks, airplanes, and
all kinds of heavy implements of human and property de-
struction. The time may come in this country when con-
scription is necessary. However, it is my firm belief that if
the American people can be shown that they are liable to be
invaded, or that their rights will be violated, or that their
liberty may be taken from them in any respect, conscription
will be unnecessary. The American people will rise to the
occasion. The volunteer has always been, and always will be,
our best fighter. Some men may like army life, others have a
bent for the law, medicine, farming, mechanics, and so forth.
The men who volunteer do so because they want and because
they like army and navy life. They will make the real
soldiers. I am for this amendment because it will direct the
President to issue a proclamation immediately upon the pas-
sage of the bill and its being signed by the President, to call for
volunteers. In the meantime we are assured by the author
of the amendment, in answer to a question I propounded to
him this morning, that the setting up of the draft machinery
will be in no way delayed and if there are sufficient volunteers
it will simply suspend the operation of conscription. There-
fore, let us give voluntary enlistment a try.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me that in this
entire discussion regarding the pending amendment the time
element is that which is prominent. I was also encouraged
by the remarks of the distinguished gentleman from New
York [Mr. WanpsworTH], when he said that certainly 2 months
would be required before anything definite could be done. I
was encouraged by both of these points of view, because it
helped in carrying out the particular end in this matter which
I have in mind.

As I listened to the debate here today and yesterday I
wondered if in the midst of different points of view we were
not really for the moment losing sight of the man who is
quite intimately concerned; that is, the man who is going
to be inducted into the service if this bill passes. The gentle-
woman from Massachusetts hit the nail squarely on the head
when she wanted to know about the man’s health after he
is inducted into service. So closely does that concern me
after a third of a century in the practice of medicine and
after experience as a medical officer in the Army during
the World War that I am going to introduce an amendment
that induction into service shall not take place until there
have been prepared and are ready the necessary facilities
to take care of those men. This Congress has a responsibility
not only to the Government in this matter but also to those
of its citizens who may be inducted into the service. We
must not lose sight of that responsibility and later on if
given the opportunity I shall offer such amendment.
[Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. REES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I shall expect to
support this amendment that will defer the conscription of
men as provided by the terms of the bill, for a period of 60
days. I regret that I cannot support the bill in its entirety.
But, Mr. Chairman, why not extend the period for voluntary
enlistments until January 1, 1941? This will provide a more
reasonable time during which to try out voluntary enlist-
ments for a period of 1 year, instead of 3 years, and the pay
will be on a basis of $30 per month and not $21. Personally,
I would raise the base pay to as much as $35. Pay them as
much as you pay the C. C. C. boys and the W. P. A. and
N. Y. A. You do not hesitate to pay the commissioned offi-
cers, especially those higher up, plenty of salary; and, by
the way, you insist that this is to be a peacetime army. We
are told enlistments are now coming in at the rate of 30,000
to 40,000 per month, and that this month there will be a
decided increase, possibly 50,000. Certainly there will be a
definite increase if you provide for a year’s enlistment and a
raise in pay. It will not put the program at a standstill.
You will have enlistments at the rate of 75,000 per month.
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More than you can care for, As a matter of fact, I think
they will come as fast as they can well be assimilated in the
Army and as rapidly as housing and equipment can be fur-
nished. You need these extra 2 months to provide for the
proper housing and clothing of these boys. The way you
propose to handle it, you are going to call 400,000 boys right
away and huddle them by the thousands in Army camps
that are not ready for them. Thousands of them will be
living in tents, I fear, during the cold weather. You will
have disease and sickness on your hands, unless proper ar-
rangements are made to care for them. It has been dem-
onstrated that we really do not have the facilities to take care
of them all at once. These boys come from all walks of
life and from different climatic conditions. To put them
right into camp in winter is hazardous at best. This defer-
ment will not interfere but will, in my judgment, provide for
a more orderly and democratic way of handling the situa-
tion. If you are for a peacetime program, this is the way to
handle it. Affer you have given the voluntary enlistment
plan a fair trial, and you find that there is such an emergency,
that the situation is imminent, and that our country is im-
periled, then will be the time to yield to the plan you are
putting through this afternoon.

I still think that when the people find that their country is
imperiled they will respond.

Mr. Chairman, we are embarking on a pretty far-reaching
plan and program this afternoon. I want a national-defense
program just as much as you do. It must be built as rapidly
and orderly as possible. But I really do not believe you are
willing to give the volunteer method of raising a peacetime
army a fair and reasonable chance. Increase our armed
forces? Yes. But let us do it in an orderly manner. In this
day of modern warfare it is not numbers so much that we
need but men who are well and highly trained in mechanized
warfare.

Mr. Chairman, I know, as you do, the Old World is pretty
sick this afternoon and no one can prophesy the outcome of
the crisis across the seas.

Mr. Chairman, I realize this House will not support an
amendment in line with my suggestion, but let me remind you
again, if I may, that this is not just a universal-training bill.
It is a selective service conscription bill.

Every conscripted youth goes into the Regular Army. He
is there for a year’s service and training. Then that par-
ticular youth is the subject of the military authority of this
country at any time during a period of 10 years. This bill
does not provide for training the youth of this country. It
provides, let me say again, for selective service in the United
States Army of certain boys whose names happen to be
drawn and who may not be exempted, under rules and
regulations, not passed by Congress but promulgated by
the President and the military authorities of this country.

Mr. Chairman, let me pay tribute to the able and dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee, and with whom I
do not see fit to agree this afternoon, for the very fair man-
ner with which he has conducted the discussion on this bill
as well as the amendments that are proposed. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. JOHNS. Mr. Chairman, nearly 2 years ago the Presi-
dent of the United States communed with Andrew Jackson
and gave the Democratic Party a message from him. Last
night I communed with Daniel Webster and delved back into
history, and he gave me a message to be delivered to this
House today on the conscription bill, and this is what he said
to me:

Is this, sir, consistent with the character of a free government?
Is this civil liberty? Is this the real character of our Constitution?
No, sir; indeed it is not. The Constitution is libeled, foully libeled.
The people of this country have not established for themselves
such a fabric of despotism. They have not purchased at a vast
expense of their own treasure and their own blood a Magna Carta to
be slaves. Where is it written in the Constitution, in what article
or section is it contained, that you may take children from their
parents and parents from their children and compel them to fight

the battles of any war in which the folly or the wickedness of gov-
ernment may engage it? TUnder what concealment has the power
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lain hidden which now for the first time comes forth, with a tre-
mendous and baleful aspect, to trample down and destroy the dear-
est rights of personal liberty? Who will show me any constitutional
injunction which makes it the duty of the American people to
surrender everything valuable in life, and even life itself, not when
the safety of their country and its liberties may demand the sacri-
fice but whenever the purposes of an ambitious and mischievous
government may require it? Sir, I almost disdain to go to quota-
tions and reference to prove that such an abominable doctrine has
no foundation in the Constitution of the country. It is enough to
know that that instrument was intended as the basis of a free gov-
ernmeént and that the power contended for is Incompatible with
any notion of personal liberty. An attempt to maintain this doc-
trine upon the provisions of the Constitution is an exercise of per-
verse Ingenuity to extract slavery from the substance of a free gov-
ernment. It is an attempt to show, by proof and argument, that
we ourselves are subjects of despotism, and that we have a right
to chalns and bondage, firmly secured to us and our children by the
provisions of our Government. It has been the labor of other men,
at other times, to mitigate and reform the powers of government
by construction, to support the rights of personal security by every
species of favorable and benign interpretation, and thus to infuse a
free spirit into governments not friendly in their general structure
and formation to public liberty.

The supporters of the measures before us act on the opposite prin-
ciple. It is their task to raise arbitrary powers, by construction,
out of a plain written charter of national liberty. It is their pleas-
ing duty to free us of the delusion, which we have fondly cherished,
that we are the subjects of a mild, free, and limited government
and to demonstrate, and to demonstrate by a regular chain of
premises and conclusions, that government possesses over us a
power more tyrannical, more arbitrary, more dangerous, more allied
to blood and murder, more full of every form of mischief, more pro-
ductive of every sort and degree of misery than has been exercised
by any civilized government, with a single exception, in modern
times.

Those who cry out that the Union is in danger are themselves the
authors of that danger. They put its existence to hazard by meas-
ures of violence, which it is not capable of enduring. The talk of
dangerous designs against government, when they are overthrowing
the fabric from its foundations. They alone, sir, are friends to the
Union of the States who endeavor to maintain the principles of civil
liberty in the country and to preserve the spirit in which the Union
was framed.

[Applause.] 3

Mr. MUNDT, Mr. Chairman, I used to think a few years
ago that I knew something about the science of speech, be-
cause I spent many years of my life teaching people how to
prepare and deliver a speech. I will confess, however, I never
quite came across the chapter in any speech book which
would teach a man what he is supposed to say on a momen-
tous occasion like this when he is limited to 2 minutes. 1
believe perhaps I should have spent more time studying the
pecularities of parliamentary government presuming to
guarantee “free speech” under a “gag rule” and less time
studying the composition of a speech. What we need at a
time like this is a more sensible parliamentary procedure
rather than the impossible ability to develop an idea in a
2-minute speech.

In the paltry time at my disposal I wish to say that the
arguments of the opponents of the Fish amendment are
curiously miscellaneous, to say the least. Some of the gen-
tlemen rise here and say that the Fish amendment will not
work because it is an attempt to scuttle the defense program,
since we will not get sufficient men to have adequate defense
quickly enough. Then the gentleman from New York [Mr.
WapsworTH] and other opponents of the Fish amendment
rise and say quite to the contrary that the proponents of the
Fish amendment are going to scuttle the defense program be-
cause we will bring in men so rapidly we will not be able
to take care of them and equip them fast enough.

One group of opponents to the Fish amendment say in
substance, “You can’t get enough men to volunteer in this
60-day period to make it worth the trial,” and the next group
of speakers in opposition to the Fish amendment argue,
“You'll bring men in so fast by such a period of volunteer
enlistments that you'll bog us down and outstrip our ability
to equip them.” The arguments of these two groups nullify
each other and leave us standing just where we were before
we started. More candor and considerably more consistency
would be helpful if opponents to the Fish amendment would
use it to show what valid reasons, if any, exist for not adopt-
ing this amendment which in no sense postpones or delays the
enlistment of men and which at least gives our traditional
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American system of recruiting a peacetime army a 60-day
chance to demonstrate itself while the War Department is
getting ready to utilize other methods if the volunteer system
fails to meet their demands for men.

The authors of the conscription act, themselves, state its
provisions cannot be set up and become operative in less
than 60 days; this amendment does nothing to delay the
necessary groundwork which would have to precede con-
seription, but it does provide that during this 60-day interim
Americans shall be given the opportunity to volunteer for
1-year’s training in a citizens’ army under the precise provi-
sions which they would find themselves should they be drafted
for a similar service. Instead of delaying the enlistment of
men it provides for speedier action in increasing our man-
power than the conscription act itself. If it is speed of action
and men for defense we desire, the Fish amendment provides
the method for immediate action and for recruiting men
for training to begin not 60 days from now, but immediately
upon the passage of the act and the proclamation by the
President asking for volunteers for a citizens’ training army.
Thus, this amendment answers those who would oppose it
because they say it provides delay by actually providing
speedier action than would the bill without the amendment.

Now a word to those who, like the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WapsworTH] would oppose this amendment be-
cause it might enlist the men we need faster than we can
be prepared to equip them. The gentleman from New York,
HamiLToN FisH; has already given the retort adequate to that
argument. If the stipulated 400,000 are enrolled in this
citizens’ training army the first 60 days, or even the first 30
days of this period, the War Department will retain the power
to muster them into service as they are needed and as it is
prepared to equip them, There need not be one iota of differ-
ence between the manner in which these men are called in
by groups of 75,000 or 100,000 under the voluntary system and
the manner in which the calls for men are staggered under
the draft system. Let us not have our thinking confused by
arguments which answer themselves as we consider this im-
portant legislation. I shall have more to say about the
importance of sane thinking and careful consideration in the
permission granted me to extend my remarks at the end of
this very brief talk, but I do want to nail down these points
right now.

I believe that we must recognize the merit of the statement
of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisa] who says that if
the 400,000 should volunteer the second day, it does not mean
they have to be inducted into the Army on the third morning.
They can still be brought in as gradually as they cculd under
the schedule worked out by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. WapsworTH]. [Applause.]

Now, ladies and gentlemen of the House, let us approach this
problem of promoting our national defense with cool heads,
with elear minds, and with sincere hearts. Our decisions are
of too vital significance to our country’s welfare and its future
development to warrant their being made in the atmosphere
of fist fights on the floor and name calling among our Mem-
bers such as we have already witnessed in this debate. Dis-
agreement and discussion are the stuff from which democracy
is made. In our zeal to protect and preserve democracy let
us not resort to the intolerance and intimidation of dictatorial
systems.

You and I, and the country we represent, are faced with
a twofold problem. We desire to perfect our national de-
fenses and we desire to preserve our American institutions
and ideals. It is because we are so united in our desire to
do the latter that we are so determined to do the former.
This House has demonstrated again and again that it is eager
to make America impregnable, That is our common cbjec-
tive. No Member should presume to say that his particular
proposal, or that any particular proposal, is the one and only
method of accomplishing that goal. There may be many dif-
ferent routes to the same destination. Some may be better
than others, but I am sure that each of us is in his heart
trying to find that route which is best. We are not divided

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

11599

in our objective; that we are divided at times over the best
route to follow is a heartening manifestation that democracy
still lives in America, and not a cause for hysterical emo-
tionalism, name calling, groundless generalities, or foolish
pessimism,

We should act with dispatch, but in our desire for speedy
action we do a great disservice to America if we act with dis-
regard for anything but speed. We should arm ourselves
quickly and raise the necessary manpower to meet every
conceivable emergency. We should marshal the resources
of our Nation to the full defense of the Nation which has made
these resources productive and profitable. As we are 100 per-
cent for national defense, so, too, should we be determined to
work out equitable and democratic methods for distributing
the sacrifices required for this defense over 100 percent of our
people. As we are determined that no man in America shall
again make a profit out of war we should take steps to be sure
that no man in America makes an unreasonable profit out of
the perfection of our national defenses. And above all, we
must so wisely act that we shall not promote the methods of
Hitler in America in order to protect America from the
menace of Hitler or of any other totalitarian power whose
aggression we prepare to avert and whose techniques of gov-
ernment we prepare to resist and repel should they some day
unhappily be headed our way by either invasion from without
or by imitation from within.

We must be sure as we proceed, my colleagues, that the
result of our deliberations is to produce more of defense for
democracy than of danger to democracy. If we rush along
too blindly giving toc much power too eagerly to our Executive
to conscript men, money, and materials in peacetime we may
find ourselves enmeshed in a web of dictatorial decrees at
home where labor, farmers, businessmen, professional men,
and even educators and the clergy will be but consecript ser-
vants of the Government here as they are in Europe. If we
procead too far, too fast, we can conceivably lose this fight
against totalitarianism without so much as firing a single
bullet in the war. We must protect ourselves against sub-
version from within as well as protecting ourselves against
invasion from without. It is said that we must act without
delay in perfecting our national-defense establishments and
with that I am in complete and total agreement. But that
is telling only part of the story. It is also true that time is
a vital element in the protection of our American institu-
tions of liberty and freedom against too much subversion
from within. We have already endowed our President with
more powers than yesterday's Princes. We have no more
guaranty that we shall have time enough after while to
reclaim for ourselves our democratic institutions and policies
at home than we can be sure that we shall have time enough
to safeguard ourselves against possible dangers and inroads
from without.

The significant phrase, “it may be later than you think,”
applies alike to our attempt to rescue ourselves from one-man
indispensability at home and to our determination to repel
any doctrines or armies of one-man indispensability from
across the seas. Let us therefore try with all our might and
intelligence to develop our national defenses fully and quickly
by whatever means can best attain that end while at the
same time safeguarding us as much as possible against
accepting here techniques which we abominate as we observe
them in action elsewhere.

To my mind, the Fish amendment offers us all the best
route to follow in our desire to become strong while remain-
ing free, It safeguards our traditional Americanism by pro-
viding the opportunity for free enlistments in our armed
forces, and it safeguards our defense needs by providing that
when and if these methods prove inadequate a selective serv-
ice call will operate to fill the ranks of those who did not
volunteer. It involves nothing of delay and, in fact, offers
more of action in quickly enlisting men than does this bill
without the amendment. As Senator TypiNcs said on the
floor of the Senate not long ago, it provides an approach
which most nearly represents the cross section of American
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public opinion today—it assures our completely supplying
our needs of manpower and it resorts to conscription only as
a last resort should the volunteer system fail to fill the ranks
of this peacetime citizens’ army.

If it is men we want and men we need, this bill, with the
Fish amendment, cannot fail to supply these men in the
quickest possible time. It should satisfy all those, both in and
out of Government, who desire men to train to man the equip-
ment which we hope soon to have available. Only those
should be dissatisfied who are more interested in establishing
a system in America than they are in enlisting an army. It
is true the Fish proposal, if it raises the needed men, will not
establish the system of peacetime conscription in America.
If it fails to work, the imposition of the system becomes auto-
matie, and no time will have been lost, as the voluntary en-
listments and the development of the predraft machinery
will go forward simultaneously.

Few Americans will disagree in the conclusion that since
America needs men for training, she must provide them by
one method or another. I for one want to see our equipment
fully manned. I am interested in securing men enough to do
the job. I favor that program. But, except as a last resort, I
oppose the system of peacetime conszription. I believe it is re-
pugnant to our American concepts of life to conscript men
and money and materials in peacetime. I know enough of
history to realize what such systems have done to perpetuate
the heartaches and misery of repetitious war in the Old World.
I hope it may be avoided here. Peacetime conscription of men
is likely to be but the first step in a chain of conscript services
which are likely to invade every farm and home and office in
America if adopted as a permanent policy.

If we must come to peacetime conscription, I hope we do
not adopt the system. I hope and pray we simply borrow
it for a few short years to guard our country until brighter
skies beckon to us from across the seas.

If I vote for this bill it will be in an effort to safeguard
our democratic way of life, and not to sabotage it. It will be
to increase our preparedness for peace; not to promote our
preparedness for war. It will be to accept for a few short
years a system I hope we can soon discard and not as an indi-
cation that I want this system as part of our American way of
life for all time to come. It will be as the choice of the lesser
of two evils, preferring as I do to be sure we are strong enough
tu protect ourselves from without and trying with all my
might to make sure we are safe from one-man trends existing
within this country of ours. I believe the proposal introduced
by the gentleman from New York, Hamriuton Fism, will do
these things. I shall support it. I urge its support by all
of you whose desire is fundamentally to train the men we
need at the time we need them rather than being interested
fundamentally in the adoption of a system which, at best, had
its origin in the ancient tyrannies of the Old World.

I am gratified by one thing I find in all this legislation.
Even the sponsors of this legislation adnit the idea of per-
manent peacetime conscription in America is repugnant to
them. They provide for its automatic repeal in 5 years. I
hope it can be closer to 2 years than 5. But it is gratifying
that even the legislative sponsors of this bill do not favor
its continuance as a steady diet in America. They further
provide that no inductions into service under provisions of
this bill shall take place unless Congress specifically provides
the funds to finance them. Thus, Congress retains an annual
check upon the operation of this system. Should the need
grow less the Congress at any time within the 5 years can
dissolve the system or reduce the size of its operation by its
control of the Budget. These are gratifying signs to me.
They indicate that the spirit of freedom in America is not dead
and that the determination for peace prevails in this country
of yours and mine. I hope that the Fish amendment will be
adopted and that its operation will succeed so well that con-
scription will be unnecessary. We shall be “thrice prepared”
if the Fish amendment passes and succeeds; we shall have
the men, we shall have the equipment, and we shall reveal to
all the world that democracy here is so strong and so hallowed
that men without ccmpulsion rally to its defense with a valor
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and a vigor that no armies of any dictator in all the world
could either emulate or conquer. [Applause.]

Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and
gentlemen, I rise in support of the amendment of our col-
league, the gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisul. What does
the amendment of the gentleman provide? Conscription is
suspended and the President is authorized, on the passage of
the bill before us, to issue a call for 400,000 qualified men be-
tween the ages of 18 and 35 to volunteer for training and serv-
ice for 12 months in the land and naval forces of the United
States, and if less than 400,000 men volunteer within a period
of 60 days after the call of the President, then in that event
the conseription provisions of this bill shall go into operation
to make up the difference between the number who volunteer,
if any, and 400,000 by January 1, 1941; and the President is
authorized to make a second call for 400,000 volunteers on
January 1, 1941, and if a less number than 400,000 volunteer
within 60 days after January 1, 1941, then the conscription
provisions of this bill shall go into effect so as to secure
400,000 additional men by April 1, 1941.

This amendment is worded so as to meet the contentions of
the President and the proponents of this legislation that we
must have 400,000 men by January 1, 1941, and an additional
400,000 by April 1, 1941. In other words, they desire to secure
800,000 additional men before April 1, 1941,

The chairman of the Military Affairs Committee, [Mr. Ma¥]
and other proponents of this draft legislation are fighting
the Fish amendment with great vigor. Many speeches have
been made against it; but why? .

We are told by the President and others pushing this con-
scription bill that our Nation is in danger, that we need to
increase our Army and we must have an additional 400,000
men by January 1, 1941, If this bill is passed at all, it will
pass and become a law within the next week, The Fish
amendment merely proposes to suspend the operation of the
act for 60 days and calls upon the President to issue a procla-
mation calling for volunteers and if 400,000 qualified men do
not volunteer within 60 days—that is, on or about November
15—then the provisions of the draft go into effect to make
up the difference so that 400,000 men will be acquired by
January 1, 1941.

The proponents of this bill say if this measure is passed
the first call will be on or about November 7, a few days
after the November election, for only 75,000 men and others
will be called from time to time so as to get 400,000 by Jan-
uary 1, 1941. The plan of the proponents is to get perhaps
less than 100,000 men by the middle of November. Under the
Fish amendment 400,000 will be secured by the middle of No-
vember. In other words, let us give the volunteer plan, the
American way, the policy that has been followed by our Gov=
ernment in peacetime ever since it has existed, a chance to
prove whether or not we can get sufficient manpower without
conscription. Let us not forget that the Navy has thousands
of men on the waiting list. More are volunteering than can
be taken in. Let us also remember that the Air Corps some
time ago stopped receiving applications for enlistment in the
Air Corps.

Thousands more of young men have volunteered than the
Air Corps could receive. We must all agree that the Navy
with its auxiliaries and the Air Corps are our great units of
defense in case of aitack from any other nation or nations.
We have now approximately 1,000,000 in our Naval and Mili-
tary Establishments subject to the call of the President, about
800,000 for the Army alone. I refer to the Regular Army,
the National Guard, and the Reserves. No one contends seri-
ously that we have equipment, supplies, or quarters necessary
to accommeoedate a third of these men. Mr. Knudsen of the
Defense Council testified recently that we would not have the
equipment, supplies, and quarters for an army of 750,000 men
before 1942. Until last June we had restrictions on enlist-
ments. We were getting more men than we needed. When
the restrictions were removed the volunteer enlistments
jumped to 23,000 in June, 32,000 in July, and an estimated
42,000 or more for August, and these men enlisted for 3 years
at $21 a month. This conscription bill provides for 1 year
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at $30 a month. What an outpouring of qualified young men
there would be if we fixed the period of enlistment at 1 year
with at least $30 per month and with the proclamation of the
President that we needed volunteers and especially with the
assurance that they were being called for the defense of our
country and not to intervene or meddle in the wars of
Europe, Asia, or Africa.

The Fish amendment provides that the President shall re-
new this call for an additional 400,000 on January 1, 1941; but
instead of urging enlistments, the President has discouraged
volunteer enlistments and so has the Army. They do not
want volunteers—they want the conscript plan. They want
to create a pool of 25,000,000 men so they can reach out and
get them at any time and in any number,

But as we have at least twice as many men as we can care
for now in our Army, why call 800,000 or 1,000,000 more men?
This great number of men called into the Army without
proper equipment and quarters means an epidemic of flu
and other diseases.

I venture to say there are more than 1,000,000 able-bodied
single men in this country out of employment who would
welcome an opportunity for a year’s training and service for
the benefit of themselves as well as rendering a service to
our country. This would not disrupt the economic life of our
country. Why this opposition to giving the volunteer system
a real chance? It always has worked in this country. Out
of the nearly 3,000,000 that entered the service in the Union
Army in the Civil War, all but about 350,000 volunteered.
President McKinley called for volunteers in the Spanish-
American War, where every man was a volunteer. They vol-
unteered in such great numbers that tens of thousands could
not be accepted. We have never seen the time and I never
expect to see the day when this Nation will lack defenders in
the hour of peril. Is this great conscript program for defense
of ‘our country or is it to engage in the wars of other nations
across the seas?

Great Britain has existed for nine centuries. She has
never resorted to conscription except in time of war, and
many times not in time of war, and she has never lost a
war. France and other countries that have always had con-
seription have lost many wars., Does anyone contend that
a volunteer army, made up of men who desire to get into the
Army and serve their country, would be less patriotic or less
helpful in our national defense than a conscript army, many
of whom would be in the Army against their will, and with
families and business ties back home that might distract
their interest? Many of the volunteers would likely continue
in the service.

Consceription would deny training and service to many men
who greatly desire it and would force training and service
on many others to whom military or naval service has no
appeal. Of course, we are now talking about peacetime serv-
ice. If war should come, the manpower and the wealth of
the Nation must be dedicated to the service and defense of
our country.

What are the President and the proponents of this bill
after? Do they really want the necessary men to meet pres-
ent conditions, as they say, or do they want to fasten con-
scription as a policy on the American people? It is true that
this act by its terms will expire in 1945, but by that time the
conscription policy will be so ingrained into our national life
that with the influence of a powerful administration and a
powerful Army and Navy we may not be able to rid ourselves
of this undemocratic policy.

All boys and young men now 16 years of age and less than
21 years of age, representing perhaps more than 5,000,000
men, will come within the provisions of this conscription bill
by 1945; therefore, in all, this bill will cover approximately
30,000,000 men. Thirty million young men will have this
barrier thrown across their pathway in peacetime; 30,000,000
men will be subject to the orders and direction of the Pres-
ident; 30,000,000 men cannot plan their future. Is it neces-
sary to forsake the American way of democracy and “Hitler-
ize” our own country? Our Nation has not been attacked
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or even threatened by any other Nation. There can be no
justification for tying up the lives of 30,000,000 men and
making them subject to the dictatorial control and power of
any President. Our country will not be in a war unless we
continue deliberately to butt into it.

I want our Nation to have all the men necessary. The
Fish amendment will get sufficient volunteers for all re-
quirements. I strongly oppose conscription in peacetime,
and I therefore am happy to have an opportunity to vote
for this amendment and give the volunteer system a chance.
[Applause.]l

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote against
the Fish amendment because I believe Congress should pass
on this question now and not put it off until after election.
But I do not believe that the Burke-Wadsworth hill is going
to solve our problem. For the last 15 years I have heard
leaders of both political parties go up and down the length
and breadth of my State and say that if war ever comes
again, never again will we ask one young man to offer his
services and his life to his country while we allow his next-
door neighbor to stay at home and make more money than
he ever made before. We have not solved that problem.
The Burke-Wadsworth bill is not a universal-service bill,
and it is not a bill that will take the profit out of war;
neither has this Congress passed legislation that will take
the profit out of war.

Several times during this debate somebody has risen and
addressed himself to the gentleman in the Well and said,
“Did not the gentleman vote for these bills?” I for one
voted for the bills, but no member of the War Department
or no member of the Committee on Military Affairs has told
Congress yet how many men it will take to man the equip-
ment we have appropriated the money to buy. That has
not been given to us. But still, in the hearings, we find the
testimony of General Marshall in which he said that 500,000
men would be war strength fo defend the United States of
America. I know he has changed his mind since then, but
nothing has happened in world affairs of which I am aware
that should change that opinion between July 1 and now.
General Shedd testified in those hearings that voluntary
enlistments would have to stop about the middle of Decem-
ber of this year because they had to keep 40,000 places open
for volunteers who wanted to volunteer in the Air Service
but who could not be taken care of by the War Department.

This bill does not solve our problems and, until we get
something that will insure universal service, I cannot sup-
port it. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma [Mr. MassiNGALE] for 3 minutes.

Mr, MASSINGALE. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad to run
through a dipping vat for even 2 or 3 minutes. This is a
matter that is very important from my way of thinking.

I want to say this to all of the Members of Congress who
are here this afternoon, and you had better take notice of it.
You know there was a great howl that went through this
Republic when the Senate held this bill so long over there
debating it. The people wanted something done, and the
cry was that the Senate either ought to pass the bill or quit.

Now, the same criticism will apply to you if you vote to
amend this bill for that period of time that will enable the
Army to determine whether the volunteer system will raise
the number of men they want raised, and the kind of men
they want to get, in the time that they want to get them.
It will apply to you even with greater force than it was
applied to the Senate—you have had the benefit of the Sen-
ate debate and the additional newspaper discussion about the
bill. You have been advised that the American people want
immediate action on this matter and that our military ad-
visers believe that now is the time to act. The American
people think the time for dilly-dallying with a matter of this
grave importance has passed and that it is up to the House
of Representatives to enact this law, for the general run of
the people of the country think this legislation is imperative
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to the welfare of this Republic. They believe that delaying
the passage of the bill may jeopardize their country, and
they want the Members of this Congress not to do that thing
that will put the United States in the same position that
Belgium and France and other countries in Europe put them-
selves. We know what happened there. We can guess what
may happen here.

I want to put the question to you in this way. Suppose that
we had appropriated the money to take these men into the
Army under this system and that we had the equipment to
train them, or probably I should not say that because I do not
know the extent of the equipment that we have, but suppose
we had the money unspent and had already voted to call the
men, and the business element of the country would come and
say to you, “Here you have the men, you have the money that
Congress has appropriated—get out there and spend it so you
can speed up business in America. Spend this money for
equipment and materials and machines for warfare so that
men can be put to work where they can be paid good wages.
You owe that to the businessmen of this country. We urged
you to make these huge appropriations. Now get busy and
spend it for the things for which it was intended so that we
may begin to make profits out of our factories and shops.”
There would not be one of you on either side of this House
who would hesitate a minute, but here you are dodging your
duty and responsibility to the Government of the United
States. You are just doing like I have done a thousand times
and more as a country lawyer practicing law, especially
criminal law. When I had a case that I was unwilling to take
a stand on and submit the issues to a judge or jury because
I was afraid to do so, my procedure was always to postpone
and then to alibi, and every lawyer in this House who has ever
practiced law in the country knows that. [Laughter and
applause.]

Now, I will tell you what you will find out if you should
delay this program. When the 60 days are up you are going
to find the same group that wants to delay the passage of
this bill now, clamoring for delaying it again; and if you do,
you may do an untold and undreamed-of harm to the people
of this Republic. I am sure that I am not possessed of any
hysteria. If I have any hysteria at all, it is not because I am
fool enough to believe that Hitler or anybody else from
Europe could move directly against this country and attack
us with any degree of success. You know and I know we are
marked for attack by him if you can rely on his boasts, and
we must remember that he has the most perfectly organized
and powerful military machine at his beck and call that
any man ever in the history of the world had before him. I
am sure in my own mind that were it not for the strength
and power of the United States Navy, we would have, before
this time, received many directly threatening statements and
directions from him as to where and which way to head in.
For that we ought to be very grateful to the President, who
has seen to it that our Navy is superior to any other navy
afloat. This, I believe, has had a sobering effect on Hitler.
Of course, I am not in a position to say whether or not we
need a million men, 400,000 men, or 4,000,000 men—but
we have military advisers who, if they do not know,
they ought to know, just what we need in regard to
self-defense and how soon we ought to be supplied with
the things we need. They have told us that, and I do not
know anything else to do than to follow their advice, for I
am just not going to take any chance about it. I am not
going to lie down after having been warned by our advisers
that this Republic will be in the same situation, with refer-
ence to unpreparedness, as Belgium, Holland, the Nether-
lands, France, and England found themselves. I know that
if America intelligently prepares and if we do not sit around
and let the time come when we shall be precipitated into
this world conflict, we can whip all the totalitarian govern-
ments of the world combined. We cannot do it unless we
intelligently prepare with the proper kinds of implements of
warfare to prevent them from overrunning us as they have
the countries of Europe. I much prefer to make a mistake,
if it is a mistake, to call too many men to the service, to
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have too many planes, to have too great a number of tanks—
I had rather be guilty of making that mistake than to be
guilty of just not having enough and of not having men
trained and prepared to use such equipment effectively
against what we know to be almost for a certainty our chief
antagonist in a war that may break most any day either
through Mexico or some other country to the south of us, or
from any other direction so far as that goes. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. May] for 5 minutes.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, it is my candid judgment that
in the long number of years I have walked upon this earth,
that no other hour in those long years has brought to me a
graver responsibility than that which rests upon my shoul~
ders at this time. I am convinced that the word “emergency”
which has so often been used here, is a mild way of express-
ing the situation.

I want to take as the basis of my remarks this evening the
testimony of one of the greatest soldiers of all the world, Gen.
George C. Marshall, the Chief of Staff of the United States
Army, who told the Military Affairs Committee, that he
knew of no way to obtain the required men except by some
form of military service and, certainly, there is no other way
to obtain them as required by the present situation, and as I
speak to the House of Commons of the American Government
this evening, and as I have witnessed the apparent efforts at
delay here to put off conscription for 60 more days, which, in
effect, will scuttle the program, the Members of the House
of Commons of the last English-speaking nation in the
European Continent, driven to bay, is seeking shelter in their
cellars. And then men and women in the American Congress
will pause to debate whether or not a simple conscription,
democratic way of building an army, shall be put into force
now or 60 days later. Oh, I am not going to impugn the
motives of any man or woman on the floor of this House.
I am not going to criticize anybody, but I cannot refrain from
responding to the remark of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Reep], who said a while ago that this Congress ought
to do this job in the Anglo-Saxon way. I would like to re-
mind him that that is the way in which France and England
did it and, today the English lawmakers are in their cellars
dodging the bombs that might have been stopped at Munich
if they had had a gun instead of an umbrella. [Applause.l

My God! Men and women, have we come to the day in this
country when we are afraid to vote until after the polls are
counted in November?

Let us let American women and men know, let us let God
Almighty and the nations of Europe know, that this Con-
gress is determined that the women and children of America
shall not be driven down the highways of America by a
marauding dictator after it is too late. Let us let the
world know that a training period for young men is bene-
ficial to them, and that it is not war we seek, but it is a pro-
gram to prevent war. And here and now I would like to say
that no man admires any more than I do my neighbor or
my neighbor’s boy who will volunteer his service for the safety
of his country, but I am unwilling to see a large quota of
boys volunteer all over 14 States of this country, far beyond
the quota of other States, and then say that we will not have
it equalized so that every State shall stand fair and square
on the same basis as every other State.

So that every American, be he black or white, shall stand
upon the same footing with every other American. Let me
say to you that in the long years that I have been chairman
of the Military Affairs Committee of this House I have never
seen a more ruthless and inexcusable proposal than this
amendment by the gentleman from New York.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, the time for debate has
not yet expired. If no one else desires to speak at this time
I want a few minutes, and I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Mayl may be allowed to
proceed for 3 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Wagren), The Chair at this point
would like to make a statement. It appeared to the Chair,
because various speakers who had asked for time were not
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here to claim it, that the debate would close at 20 minutes after
5 rather than at 5:30. Before the names of the speakers were
taken down and before the Chair asked to be relieved by an-
other presiding officer, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Ray-
BURN], the majority leader, requested me to reserve 5 minutes
for him. Although the minority has consumed much more
time in this debate, with many more speakers, the Chair would
be willing to continue the time of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky for 2 more minutes, then allot 3 minutes to someone
on the minority side, and let the majority leader close with
5 minutes, if there is no objection.

Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears no
objection and the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Mavy] is
recognized for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, there seems to be but one issue
before the House at this time, and that is the issue of time.
Everybody agrees that a man has a right to volunteer if he
wants to, and yet the substitute offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma to the amendment proposed by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr., Fisgl is in identical language
with that of the House bill which you have under considera-
tion, reported by your Military Affairs Committee after 6
weeks of diligent and patient study. So that a man can
walk up and volunteer tomorrow and the next day and
every day from now on until the quotas are filled, why is it
not equality, why is it not equal to the preoposal that they
make here? The only thing the Fish amendment would do
would be to put it off. Oh, it was a day of putting off things
when Chamberlain stood at Munich last September. He was
putting off because they were not ready, and today the
British Navy is seeking & hiding place in the English Chan-
nel and the waters of the seas around the islands. There
is no Maginot Line left. There is not even a Hindenberg
Line of 1918 when we had allies. But under the circum-
stances today they are fighting with their backs to the wall,
their legislators are in cellars, begging and pleading for help
from this great, colossal democracy where its representatives
sit today in peace in a house where there are no falling
bombs to let the roof down from overhead.

I appeal to you, my colleagues, to defeat this amendment,
because if you do not you will scuttle the bill. [Applause.]l

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHATRMAN. Does anyone on the minority side desire
recognition for 3 minutes?

Mr, FISH. Mr. Chairman, I do not need 3 minutes. This
debate has gone on all day, and no valid opposition or reasons
have been presented to this amendment, which merely pro-
vides an opportunity to those American youths who want to
volunteer. All my amendment does is to require the Presi-
dent to officially call for 400,000 volunteers, and I, for one,
believe that the patriotic youth of America will respond in an
overwhelming fashion and that there will be a virtual ava-
lanche of recruits regardless of partisanship, Republicans and
Democrats alike,

But of equal importance, if this amendment is adopted, the
bitterness and the resentment that still exists in the hearts
of many people in this country against peacetime conscrip-
tion will be lessened or wiped out, because they will know that
the Congress of the United States has, by its vote, afforded
an opportunity to the youth of America to come forward and
volunteer in their own behalf. It will take the curse off com-
pulsory peacetime conscription and give the volunteer system
a fair chance. This amendment does not delay by 1 day or
1 hour or 1 minute the full quota called for by the Regular
Army and the General Staff. It will promote gcod will, co-
operation, and national unity, and allay suspicion, distrust,
and growing discord.

Therefore in the name of justice, in the name of democracy,
and in the name of the American volunteer system I appeal
to the House to vote for this amendment. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Rayeurn] for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisal, in his closing 3 minutes was willing for the
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Congress to give the President authority to issue a proclama-
tion with reference to volunteers. That is the only preroga-
tive of Congress I have ever known the gentleman from New
York to want to commit to the hands of the President.
[Applause.]

The gentleman from New York says we have debated this
amendment during the whole day but that no valid reason
has been given why it should not be adopted, and he pleads
for the volunteer system. If I am not mistaken the volunteer
system is not repealed by the bill as it was reported by the
Committee on Military Affairs.

My friends, I think most of you know that I am not given
to excitement. I try to stay reasonably cool under any and
all circumstances. I am-.not excited now even though I
witness about me and throughout the world conditions more
chaotic than I have ever known to exist.

The great Napoleon, probably the greatest military genius
if not the greatest trained soldier who ever lived, had one
great asset—he got upon the battlefield and chose his ground
before his opponent got there. He believed in men, in mu-
nitions, and in money, but Napoleon Bonaparte said, “Time
is everything.” Time there was for England, time there was
for France, and Belgium; but they did not use that time. So
today Poland lies under the heel of the dictator, so does
peace-loving Holland, great little Belgium, and half the area
of the Republic of France. Sixty days would have meant a
great deal for France, for Belgium, for Holland, and for their
ally, England.

If we have the courage, if it is our intention to prepare
and have an Army by what I take to be the democratic
method of selection, then let us have the courage to meet it
now instead of postponing it for 60 days. If we are to select
an Army to be ready, to let the countries of the earth know
that this hemisphere shall be defended, let them know today
instead of 60 days from now. [Applause.]

The passage of this amendment, my friends, is bad psy-
chology, it is bad business. We have appropriated billions of
dollars to buy equipment for soldiers and for sailors. Are
we going to man those instruments of war with soldiers and
begin now, or shall we wait? Ah, my friends, I fear the wait
means more war. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired; all time has expired.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. NICHOLS. In the event the amendment to the amend-
ment coffered by the gentleman from New York is adopted,
the motion will recur upon the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York. If that amendment is defeated, then,
of course, both amendments would fail. Is that correct?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by
Mr. NicHOLS) there were—ayes 133, noes 129.

So the amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Scaarer of Wisconsin to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from New York |[Mr. Fisu]: At the
end of the amendment insert “Provided further, That the Szcretary
of the Treasury is hereby authorized to receive and accept voluntary
financial contributions and place them in a separate fund to be
available for the purpcse of helping to defray the cost of our
national-defense program, including that portion provided by this
act.”

Mr. MAY. Mr.Chairman, I make the point of order against
the amendment that it is not germane to the bill.

Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be
heard on the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman
hriefly.
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Mr. SCHAFER of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, the pending
bill carries the title:

To protect the integrity and institutions of the United Statea
through a system of selective compulsory military training and
service.

One of the most important institutions of the United
States is our almost bankrupt Federal Treasury. If we can
receive many hundred million or several billion dollars
through voluntary contributions to be used to pay for a
portion of our national-defense program, including that por-
tion provided in this bill, that contribution will materialiy
protect the integrity of our institutions, particularly our
almost bankrupt Federal Treasury. My amendment is
clearly germane and in order and should be adopted in the
interest of the national defense and the perservation of the
integrity of the institutions of the United States. The pend-
ing Fish amendment provides for voluntary service of God-
created man. My amendment provides for voluntary service
of man-created dollars.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule.

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
is clearly not germane. The point of order is sustained.

The question recurs upon the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Fisul.

The question was taken; and the Chair announced that the
Chair was in doubt.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered; and the Chair appointed as tellers
Mr. May and Mr. F1sH.

The Committee divided; and the tellers reported there
were—ayes 185, noes 155.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Committee do
now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. WagrreN, Chairman of the Committes
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under consideration the bill
(H. R, 10132) to protect the integrity and institutions of the
United States through a system of selective compulsory mili-
tary training and service, had come to no resoclution thereon,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend the remarks which I made in the House
today and to include certain quotations.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. REep]?

There was no objection.

Mr. GEARHART. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend the remarks which I made in the House today and
to include certain guotations.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California [Mr. GEARHART]?

There was no cbjection.

Mr, SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include a tele-
gram and resolution from Cleveland citizens protesting against
peacetime conseription, and the names appended thereto.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the

gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SWEENEY]?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the Appendix of the RECORrRD
and to include a letter from a constituent on the matter of
conscription.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SmiTH]?

There was no objection.

Mr. FLAHERTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
te extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include an
editorial from the Springfield Daily Republican.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. PLAHERTY]?

There was no objection.
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Mr. SOUTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include certain
tables to which I referred.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SouTH]?

There was no objection,

Mr. ROMJUE., Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include copy of
a speech delivered by the Second Assistant Postmaster General,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. RoMJuE]?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARTIN J. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to in-
clude a statement appearing in the New York Times on the
death of Dr. Hans Zinsser, awarded the Distinguished Service
Cross by the Government. r

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. KENNEDY]?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend the remarks I made in the Committee of
the Whole today and to include therein a certain table.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. SPAREMAN]?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr, ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent fo address the House today for 5 minutes after
the disposition of all business in order for the day.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ANDERSON]?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DunN and Mr, Gever of California asked and were
given permission to extend their own remarks in the Recorp.

Mr. PIERCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend the remarks I made this afternoon and to
include certain excerpts.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. PIERCE]?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani=-
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and
to include an address by John B. Frye, one of the outstanding
labor leaders of this country.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. WooDRUFF] ?

There was no objection.

Mr. TINKHAM. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include an
article by David Lawrence.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TINgRHAM] ?

There was no objection.

Mr. WIGGLESWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to extend my own remarks in the REcorp and include
therein a recent newspaper article.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent to revise and extend the remarks I made in Com-~
mittee of the Whole this afternoon and include therein all or
part of the Fish amendment.

The SPEAKER. Is there cbjection to the reguest of the
gentleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection,

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and
include therein a letter from Dr. Thomas Parran, of the
Public Health Service; also figures regarding the comparative
health of the Army and the civilian population from General
Magee.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROUTZOHN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein
an address by Hon. James M. Cox, of Ohio.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. THORKELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include
therein an article from the Alien Menace.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Montana?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLVERTON of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own remarks in the RECorRD
and include therein short extracts from the testimony taken
before the Committee on Military Affairs on the pending
bill, and one or two other brief statements.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Jersey?

There was no cbjection.

Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my own remarks in the Recorp on the life and
character of Lillian Wald,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
when the House adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11
o'clock a. m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Kentucky?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Under a previous special order, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. ANpeErsoN] is recognized for 5
minutes.

UNIVERSAL SERVICE

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I think there
is still time for this committee to reconsider this proposed
law which will fasten conscription on our country in time of
peace, and substitute for conscription the Swiss system
of universal service, which is a system which preserves
democracy.

Conscription is the system of the totalitarian governments,
and there is nothing democratic about it. We shall never
get rid of this system if we once adopt it. It is foreign to
the American genius, dangerous to American liberties; it is
of doubtful efficiency and is by common consent the costliest
system that could be devised. .

This militaristic system which Congress is about to make
the law of the land will give the United States in time of
peace a great standing Army of professional soldiers, where-
as the Swiss system creates a citizens’ Army.

It would Be much more thorough, efficient, and economi-
cal if we would train 250,000 men for 1 month every year,
and another 250,000 the second month, and so on each
month to the end of the year.

What is the Swiss system? It is a system that has been
developed in a free republic much like our own free Repub-
lic, which is divided into cantons, each with a measure of
self-government, as our Republic is divided into States.

Switzerland, like America, is inhabited by a liberty-loving
people who are willing to be ready at all times to go to the
military aid of their government and to this end to prepare
themselves by training for such service as may be required
of them.

How well the Swiss military system has worked we can all
observe today. Switzerland, surrounded on all sides by wars
and dictators, has maintained her liberty in the middle of a
Europe which is torn by war and which has passed into a
state of virtual slavery with all freedom and liberty de-
stroyed. Switzerland almost alone remains free and at peace.
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An excellent description of the Swiss military system of
universal service is contained in a column In the News, by
Mr. William Randolph Hearst and published in today's
Washington Times Herald. For more than 40 years Mr.
Hearst has been one of the foremost advocates of prepared-
ness in this country, and he speaks as a student of military
training with the voice of authority. I ask unanimous con-
sent to include this article as a part of my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

The article follows:

[From the Washington Times-Herald of September 5, 1940]

IN THE NEWS—THE SWISS SYSTEM OF UNIVERSAL SERVICE IS TRUE
DEMOCRACY

Citizens! Let us make one last appeal to the United States
Congress to continue this country as a democracy and not trans-
form it into a militaristic state.

Let us endeavor to persuade the Congress to adopt the defensive
system of Switzerland, a true and enduring republic, instead of
the systems of the totalitarian powers.

Let us try to secure for the defense and perpetuation of our
American liberties a citizen soldiery, instead of a great standing
army.

The present Burke-Wadsworth bill before Congress provides for
continuous service in the Army of not less than 1,000,000 men.

It proposes to take a million young Americans from productive
and acceptable employment and by compulsion to make profes-
sional soldiers of them for a period not to exceed 5 years.

The number of men under arms and at the command of the
Executive may at any time be increased, however, by subsequent
measures, when the principle of a great standing army is estab-
lished.

The force necessary to compel acquiescence with such a demand,
or any other demand of an autocratic government, is fully pro-
vided, once a great standing army under the control of the Gov-
ernment is created.

Democracy is not necessarily a permanent form of government,

From the time of ancient Greece and Rome, we have seen
democracies disappear and tyrannies take their places.

All that we can say of democracy is that it is the noblest form
of government—the happiest form of government—the freest form
of government.

But to preserve democracy a people must deserve democracy.

They themselves must be noble and worthy of the liberties they
enjoy.

They must appreclate their happiness, rejoice in their freedom,
and realize that the price of liberty is eternal vigilance.

They must certalnly have the simple intelligence and the com-
mon knowledge to know that militarism is the most usual means
of corrupting and destroying democracy and that universal citizen
service, in defense of a free country, by a free people, is the surest
and safest way of preserving democracy.

What system, then, of citizen soldiers—of giving protective mili-
tary service while remaining free and unenslaved citizens—is the
best and most effective means of both defending and preserving
the Republic?

What system has been in operation in a free republic for the
longest period of time, and with the greatest measure of success?

What system now operates with the highest success in a republic
most nearly like our own free land?

What system has been amply proven to protect a free people in
their rights and liberties, and is so popular with the people that
enrollment in it is sought as an honor and benefit as well as a
civil duty?

There is only one answer—the Swiss system of universal popular
military service.

What is it?

First, we must remember that Switzerland is a republic exceed-
ingly similar to our own, that it has a free government like our
own, and that it is divided into cantons or states, each with a
measure of self-government like our own.

Second, we should remember that Switzerland is inhabited by a
virile people like our own who cherish freedom and who have
fought for it, secured it, and preserved it. 2

Third, that Switzerland in the midst of the clash of arms which
continually surrcunds it on every side has so remained free—and
neutral—that its national emblem, the red cross, has become the
insignia of peace and neutrality and freedom throughout the world.

The complete analogy between the Swiss people and nation and
government and our own having been established, the appropriate
application to us of the military system they have found most
desirable to defend such a people, nation, and government, becomes
apparent.

In the Swiss system, every citizen is a potential soldier, but no
soldier ever ceases to be a free and productive citizen, residing in
his own home and pursuing his chosen occupation.

A limited but adequate military training is merely a part of his
1ife and his duty—his pursuit and his pleasure.
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At the age of 14, a reasonable physical and military training
begins in the schools.

At the age of 20 to 21, 3 months of active military training and
practice is given the youth as an introduction to his duties of
citizenship.

After that the field military training is confined to 1 month of
each year, or even less, and all in addition that is demanded of
soldierly duty from the citizen is that he take his equipment home
with him and keep it in good condition for the fleld practice of the
coming year.

The physical training for hoys is provided by the cantons (or
states) under the supervision of the Federal Government.

The military training of adults is carried out entirely by the
military department of the Federal Government.

Officers are trained in cadet schools as in our United States.

Service is compulsory, but desired and sought for.

Moreover, it is not accepted unless the candidate for the military
honor is qualified physically, mentally, and morally, as determined
after authoritative examination.

Those who are unable to pass the examination are rejected, and
rejection is regarded as & humiliation and misfortune.

A candidate may be reexamined in subsequent years.

If unable to pass examinations he pays a special tax in lieu of
military service.

The amount of the tax depends upon the citizen’s income and

roperty.

2 Ali‘l successful candidates are assigned to the branches of military
service for which they are best suited, as determined by the occu-
pations, professions, or businesses which they habitually pursue.

So that for the 1 month or less that a citizen performs his mili-
tary practice in the field he still adheres to the general line of occu-
pation which he follows during the 11 months of his regular
business,

There is no more a policy of depriving a citizen of his habitual
and sustaining occupation in the Swiss system than there 1s of
depriving him of his home and his family life or of transforming
him from a creative, free man into a military robot.

Indeed, the period of 14 to 30 days years military practice is
regarded as a pleasurable and beneficial outing, and enjoyed not
only as a patriotic obligation gratefully performed but as an
agreeable vacation.

Nevertheless the citizens while performing their military duties
receive pay, and furthermore their families are aided by the Gov-
ernment if any inconvenience is suffered through the temporary
absence of the head of the family on his military outing.

The Swiss system of universal military service preserves the family
life of the citizen, preserves the occupational productivity of the
citizen, preserves the rights and liberties of the citizen, and main-
tains the Republic in the full military strength and in the firm
affection of its people.

Why should not the United States adopt such a provenly suc-
cessful and effective system instead of a system so dangerous to
democracy as forced conscription in a great standing army?

Why should the citizens of this free country hazard their freedom
to follow the plan and policy of an alien-minded New Deal, con-
temptuous of American institutions—an administration which has
made a financial, political, and social failure—a constructive and
organizational failure—a national and international fallure of every
policy it has proposed, and every plan it has pursued?

Why should we experiment in doubt and danger when we can
adopt a proven program with certainty and security?

Why should we become the military autocracy we are presumably
organizing to oppose?

Why should we adopt any autocratic system when there is a
democratic one ready to use at our hand?

A popular system, a democratic system, and a more effective sys-
tem—more effective because under the system of Switzerland we
could have in the same proportion as to population an army of
10,000,000 free men to save the Republic, instead of a bureaucratic
standing army of a million men to menace it.

Let us have an effective army adequate for our defense, but let
us remain Americans and continue to be free.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to
Mrs. O'Day, indefinitely, on account of illness.

ORDER OF EBUSINESS

Mr, MAY. Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of the Members of
the House, I would like to state that it is expected that we
will meet tomorrow morning at 11 o'clock and begin the
proceedings on this bill immediately after the reading of the
Journal. If we can possibly complete the consideration of the
bill tomorrow night, we will do so. If not, I shall expect to
ask that we meet on Saturday.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MAY. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. The gentleman suggested it was ex-
" pected that we finish the consideration of the bill tomorrow
night, if possible. Of course, it would be possible if we should
run late into the night. Does the gentleman contemplate a
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night session tomorrow night? Many of the Members are
interested.

Mr. MAY. It will depend on how much progress we make
with the bill before night comes.

Mr. MICHENER. We certainly can finish the bill if we
have to have a Saturday session, but it does seem that we
should not be compelled to work late into the night tomorrow
and also work Saturday.

Mr. MAY. I made the announcement for the purpose of
letting the Members know that we want to complete the bill
this week. My statement, of course, is subject to any reason-
able condition that may appear tomorrow evening. If we
read the bill through toward the last section at 6 o’clock, I
think we should finish it up, but if we are in the middle of the
bill we might go on over.

i ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and
55 minutes p. m.), under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Friday, September 6, 1940, at 11
o’clock a. m.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
: RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. BLAND: Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries. H. R. 7694. A bill to amend section 4311 of the
Revised Statutes of the United States; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2917). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. BLAND: Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries. H. R. 9918. A bill relating to citizenship require-
ments for manning of vessels, and for other purposes; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2918). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. STEAGALL: Committee on Banking and Currency.
House Joint Resolution 602. Joint resolution to authorize
Jesse H. Jones, Federal Loan Administrator, to be appointed
to, and to perform the duties of, the office of Secretary of
Commerce; with amendment (Rept. No. 2920). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. STEAGALL: Committee on Banking and Currency.
H. R. 9996. A bill to authorize the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation to make loans for the development of deposits of
strategic and critical minerals which in the opinion of the
Corporation would be of value to the United States in time
of war, and to authorize the Reconstruction Finance Corpor-
ation to make more adequate loans for mineral develop-
mental purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 2922). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. LANHAM: Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds. H. R. 10412. A bill to expedite the provision of
housing in connection with national defense, and for other
purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 2923). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. KING: Commitee on Immigration and Naturalization.
H. R. 10219. A bill for the relief of Dr. Wilhelm Woligang
Krauss; without amendment (Rept. No. 2919). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

ADVERSE REPORTS

Under clause 2 of rule XITT,

Mr. VINSON of Georgia: Committee on Naval Affairs.
House Resolution 584. Resolution requesting the Secretary
of the Navy to transmit information on airplane contracts
(Rept. No. 2921). Committed to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union and ordered to be printed.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas:

H.R.10464. A bill to assist in the national-defense pro-
gram by amending sections 3477 and 3737 of the Revised
Statutes to permit the assignment of claims under public
contracts; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R.10465. A bill to amend an act entitled “An act to
punish the willful injury or destruction of war material, or of
war premises or utilities used in connection with war mate-
rial, and for other purposes,” approved April 20, 1918; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COSTELLO:

H.R.10466. A bill to amend section 16 (b) of the Fair Labor

Standards Act of 1938; to the Committee on Labor.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions

were introduced and severally referred as follows:
By Mr. BUCKLEY of New York:

H.R.10467. A bill to record the lawful admission fo the
United States for permanent residence of Ignaz Braunstein;
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. CLASON:

H.R.10468. A bill for the relief of Michael Lewenczuk; to
the Committee on War Claims.

H.R. 10469. A bill for the relief of Michael Lewenczuk and
Stella Lewenczuk; to the Committee on War Claims.

H.R.10470. A bill for the relief of Clara E. Deane; to the
Committee on War Claims.

H.R.10471. A bill for the relief of Clara E. Deane; to the
Committee on War Claims.

H.R.10472. A bill granting a pension to Clara E. Deane;
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. McGEHEE:

H.R.10473. A bill for the relief of E. A. Wailes, receiver of
Delta 0il Co., and the Tupelo Oil & Ice Co.; to the Committee
on Claims,

By Mr. REECE of Tennessee:

H.R.10474. A bill for the relief of John Ruston; to the

Committee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

9268. By Mr. ROMJUE: Petition of the Clyde Gustine Post
of the American Legion, Excelsior Springs, Mo., urging the
Members of the National House of Representatives and the
Senate to submerge their personal ambitions, factional and
partisan politics, and adopt immediately, as statesmen of
fortitude and integrity, the legislation requested by those
charged with the Nation’s defense; to the Committee on
Military Affairs, L

9269. By Mr. SCHIFFLER: Petition of D. Walter Bell and
other citizens of Wheeling, W. Va., urging that we permit the
sale of 50 or more United States destroyers to Great Britain;
to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

9270. By Mr. GREGORY : Petition of Bryan Tolley, W. B.
Davis, and Harold C. Curry, resolutions committee of the
Lions Club, of Murray, Ky., assuring the President and Mem-
bers of Congress of their support of the program to protect
and defend our country; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

SENATE

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 1940
(Legislative day of Monday, August 5, 1940)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.

Rev. W. L. Darby, D, D., executive secretary, Washington
Federation of Churches, Washington, D. C., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:
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Thou God and Father of all mankind, we come before Thee
today with reverence and humility. Thou hast made us and
Thy power sustains us day by day. This is Thy world and
Thou art its ruler, above all kings and emperors, whether
great or small. They continue for a while, but Thou dost
abide forever.

Help us, therefore, to remember Thee in all our plans and
purposes and to ask divine guidance for ourselves, our families,
our communities, and for the Nation we love. Give us a deep
realization of the priority and permanence of things spiritual,
for the material things are transitory and soon pass away.
‘We would seek to be righteous in our individual lives and just
in our dealings with others. Let this be the controlling
principle of our Nation; also that we should act in accord-
ance with the Golden Rule in our relationships with other
peoples everywhere,

Make us sensible of the responsibilities we bear; especially
may this be true of the Members of this body, who have so
many important decisions to make. May they seek con-
stantly the wisdom which comes from above, so that they may
be guided aright.

We are well aware of our own weaknesses and imperfec-
tions, our sins, and shortcomings. Grant us divine forgive-
ness and strengthen our hands for the tasks before us, Amid
the confusion and tumult and terror of these days help us to
keep clear heads and courageous hearts, facing the future with
faith that, out of the distress and despair of our time, we
may yet, with Thy guidance and blessing, build a better
world. i

In the name of Christ Jesus our Lord. Amen,

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. BARKLEY, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day of Thursday, September 5, 1940, was dispensed with, and
the Journal was approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
A message in writing from the President of the United
States submitting a nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries.
CALL OF THE ROLL
Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum,
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The clerk will call the
roll.
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Adams Danaher La Follette Schwellenbach
Andrews Davis Lee Sheppard
Ashurst Downey Lodge Shipstead
Austin Ellender McCarran Smathers
Bailey George McKellar Btewart
Barbour Gerry Maloney Talt

Barkley Gibson Mead Thomas, Idaho
Bilbo Green Minton Thomas, Okla.
Bone Guffey Murray Thomas, Utah
Brown Gurney Neely Townsend
Bulow Hale Norrls Truman

Burke Harrison Nye Vandenberg
Byrd Hatch O'Mahoney Van Nuys
Byrnes Hayden Overton Walsh

Capper Herring Pittman Wheeler
Caraway Holt Radcliffe White

Clark, Idaho Johnson, Calif. Reed Wiley

Clark, Mo. Johnson, Colo.  Russell

Connally King Schwartz

Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Maryland
[Mr, Typincs] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD], the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. CHANDLER], the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Cuavez], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. DoNaHEY], the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Grass], the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hirr], the Sen-
ator from Delaware [Mr. HucHES], the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Lucas]l, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. MiLLEr], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. PEppERr], the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. ReEynoLps], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
SLATTERY], the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SmITH], and
the Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER] are necessarily
absent.
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